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INTRODUCTION

KATERINA IERODIAKONOU

The title of this volume leaves no doubt as to its main objective; the articles
here are meant to shed light on Byzantine philosophy against the background
of ancient philosophical thought. The question is whether and in which ways
the Byzantines were able to appropriate and to develop the philosophical
tradition they had inherited from antiquity. But though ancient philosophy is
a rather well-defined area which has been, and still is, extensively studied, it is
not clear, at least not to everyone, what ‘Byzantine philosophy’ refers to, or,
indeed, whether there is such a thing. The main aim of my introduction,
therefore, is twofold: (i) to discuss briefly what is to be counted as Byzantine
philosophy, and (ii) to explain further the purpose as well as the contents of
this volume.

I

Byzantine philosophy remains an unknown field. Being regarded either as
mere scholars or as religious thinkers, Byzantine philosophers, for the most
part, have not been studied on their own merit, and their works have hardly
been scrutinized as works of philosophy. Hence, although it is the case that
distinguished scholars have in the past tried to reconstruct the intellectual life
of the Byzantine period, there is no question that we still lack even the
beginnings of a thorough and systematic understanding of the philosophical
works produced in Byzantium.

This introduction could not even attempt to remedy the problem and dfer
a comprehensive overview of Byzantine thought. It does, however, try to
introduce some basic features of Byzantine philosophy and to address some
of the as yet open, but quite important, issues involved in its study. It should
thus also become easier to place in context the specfic topics which are
discussed in the articles of this volume.

Is there philosophical thinking in Byzantium? Isn’t it all theology?

Since theological concerns undoubtedly occupy a prominent place in the
works of Byzantine thinkers, the obvious question to ask, and often asked,
is hence whether there really is such a thing as Byzantine philosophy in the
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first place, and whether it makes any sense to talk about the development of
philosophical thought in Byzantium. The general tendency among modern
scholars is to believe that philosophy in Byzantium did manage to preserve its
autonomy, that the borders between philosophy and theology were reason-
ably clearly defined, and that the view expressed by some Church Fathers
(e.g. Clement, Origen) that philosophy is the handmaiden of theology (phi-
losophia theologiae ancilla) was not the dominant position in Byzantium, as it
was in the medieval West.

To settle the issue, however, more research needs to be done in the
following three directions. First, we need to investigate further what the
Byzantine scholars themselves have to say about their understanding of
philosophy as a discipline and its relation to theology. Second, we need to
clarify that it is not peculiar to Byzantine philosophy to have been so closely
connected with theology, since philosophers in other periods of the history of
philosophy were also strongly focused on theological subjects; after all, in
pagan antiquity theology after Aristotle was a philosophical discipline, and in
late antiquity it came to be regarded as the most imporant, and most philo-
sophical, part of philosophy. And, third, we need to analyse systematically
the writings of Byzantine thinkers to show that their reasoning and argumen-
tation was no less philosophical than the philosophical work of any other
period in the history of philosophy.

The contributors to this volume follow, in general, the third direction.
Their analysis of a small, but rather representative, selection of Byzantine
texts strongly indicates that, although many of the problems with which
Byzantine thinkers were concerned did arise in the context of a Christian
theological tradition, these problems none the less constitute genuine philo-
sophical issues which could or would be of interest to any philosopher, even if
she or he did not believe in Christian dogma. Let me list, as examples, some of
the philosophical questions which have caught the attention of Byzantine
philosophers and for prolonged periods in the history of Byzantine thought
generated intense disputes: the creation or origin of the world, the existence
of God, the character of the perceptible world, the problem of evil and human
free will, the relation between soul and body, the ontological status of
universals, the connection between faith and reason, the sceptical challenge
to knowledge, logical fallacies, the necessary requirements for a good life, the
possibility of a just state.

These are all recognizably philosophical problems still discussed by
modern philosophers. But if we really want to understand and appreciate
the philosophical literature in Byzantium, it is important to refrain from just
pursuing the questions which we ourselves find philosophically interesting.
Instead it would rather be more productive to try tofind out which issues
exactly were addressed at the time, or in which general frame of reference
these issues were examined. This is the only way, I think, to avoid misleading
anachronistic interpretations, to adequately determine the relation of Byzan-
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tine philosophy to its theological and more generally cultural background, to
realize the possible philosophical interest of nowadays neglected issues, and,
finally, to acquire a better insight into the development and changes in
Byzantine philosophical discourse itself.

Who are the Byzantine philosophers?

Let us suppose, then, that philosophy in Byzantium is an autonomous
discipline, and that it is worth our study what the Byzantines achieved in
this discipline. The next issue which needs to be considered is how to compile
a catalogue of Byzantine philosophers who particularly deserve our atten-
tion. To adequately fulfil this task, though, some preliminary questions have
to be raised and answered.

When does Byzantine philosophy actually begin?

This is a question familiar to everyone who has, at some point, tried to specify
the beginning, or for that matter the end, of any period in the history of
philosophy. That is to say, it is not much easier, nor more dfficult, to decide
when exactly Byzantine philosophy starts, than to agree, for instance, on a
particular date for the beginning of Hellenistic philosophy. The criteria which
are standardly used to draw such chronological divisions do vary, and hence,
not surprisingly, the answers vary too:

1. If one adopted a political hallmark, and let Byzantine history, as many
Byzantinists do, start with the foundation of Constantinople, this would
mean that Byzantine philosophy starts early in the fourth century.

2. If, on the other hand, one adhered to the view that Justinian’s closing of
the Neoplatonist Academy in 529 roughly marks the end of ancient philoso-
phy, the beginning of Byzantine philosophy would move from the fourth to
the sixth century.

3. Last but not least, if one underlined the significance of the autonomous
character of philosophical thought, but also on the basis of a variety of
general historical considerations, the starting-point of Byzantine philosophy
could move even further down, for example, into the ninth and tenth centur-
ies. This is when Byzantine ‘humanists’ such as Photios and Arethas start
again studiously to read, edit, and comment on the works of ancient philoso-
phers, but also to form their own views on the matters discussed. Photios, for
instance, follows neither Plato nor Aristotle in their views on universals, for
all the importance he attributes to these authors and the preservation and
discussion of their works.

Some of the articles included in this volume focus on philosophically
interesting texts from the early period between the fourth and the ninth
century. The main reason for this is that, whatever decision one takes as to
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the beginning of Byzantine philosophy, there is no doubt that the distinctive
character of philosophical work after Photios and Arethas owes a lot to the
influence of this early period, which undeniably is dominated by the thought
of the Church Fathers.

Finally, a brief remark about the end of Byzantine philosophy. It is
common practice to think that Byzantine philosophy, and in general Byzan-
tine culture, ends with the fall of Constantinople in 1453. It should be noted,
however, that even after this date some Byzantine thinkers, for instance
George Scholarios or Bessarion, continued their philosophical work, either
having moved to the West or staying in the East under the Ottomans. We also
have to remember that, in the East, though often under dfficult circum-
stances, the Byzantine philosophical tradition lived on well into the seven-
teenth century, if we think, for instance, of Theophilos Korydaleus.

Who counts as a philosopher in Byzantium?

There were in Byzantium no institutions of higher education in which phil-
osophers could be trained as philosophers. The main purpose of institutional
higher studies was to train civil servants. Philosophical instruction was
mainly private, but it sometimes received support from the Emperor and
the Church, as in the case of the so-called ‘University of Constantinople’
which was founded in 1045 by Constantine Monomachos. Such support,
however, also meant occasional intervention by the secular or ecclesiastical
authorities, as when John Italos was put on trial and condemned for advo-
cating the systematic use of philosophical analysis in clarifying theological
issues. In general, the philosophical curriculum would start with Aristotle’s
logic and ethics, and advance through physics and thequadrivium (arithmetic,
geometry, astronomy, and harmonics) to Plato’s, or more precisely to Neo-
platonic, metaphysics.

Thus, the figure of the Byzantine philosopher emerges as often somewhat
of a polymath and an erudite scholar, who, moreover, might make use of his
knowledge and rhetorical skill to play an active role in the political life of the
times. This portrayal, of course, is not free of oversimplfications. For we do
find among Byzantine philosophers the most diverse personalities, with
different educational backgrounds and, most importantly, with completely
different conceptions of their role as philosophers. In fact, it is, I think,
impossible to draw a realistic picture of thefigure of the Byzantine philoso-
pher, until we have studied in detail many more texts which provide us with
the necessary evidence concerning the philosopher’s life and aims in Byzan-
tine times—including, for instance, autobiographies, biographies, letters,
orations, and sporadic relevant remarks in the philosophical works them-
selves.



Introduction 5
Some Byzantine philosophers

The following list of Byzantine philosophers includes only some of the major
figures in Byzantine philosophy. To be more precise, it includes those Byzan-
tine philosophers whose work up till now has drawn the attention of modern
scholars and, especially, those whose work is discussed in the articles of this
volume. There are, of course, many Byzantine philosophers who are not
included in this list, either because their writings have not been adequately
studied, or because they have yet not been identfied at all. In this catalogue
the names of Byzantine philosophers are given in chronological order. There
are no schools of philosophy in Byzantium, at least in the strict sense of
the term in which we can distinguish different schools in antiquity and
categorize philosophers accordingly. Surely there are groupings of philoso-
phers in Byzantium, too, but our knowledge of Byzantine philosophy so far is
not good enough for us to be able to recognize them. Therefore, Byzantine
thinkers here are grouped together just on the basis of broad divisions either
in the political or in the intellectual history of the Byzantine Empire. I begin
with a group of authors usually categorized as Christian Fathers, not because
they are Church Fathers, but because at least some of their work is distinctly
philosophical.

A. Christian Fathers (4th-8th century)

Basil the Great (329-79)

Gregory of Nyssa (335-94)
Nemesius (4th—5th century)
Pseudo-Dionysius (end 5th century)
Procopius of Gaza (460-530)
Maximus the Confessor (580-662)
John of Damascus (c.650-c.749)

B. Byzantine humanism (9th—10th century)

Leo the Philosopher (the Mathematician) (c.790-after 869)
Photios (820-91)
Arethas (c.850-944)

C. The period of the Comneni (11th—12th century)

Michael Psellos (1018-78)

John Italos (¢.1025-82)

Theodore of Smyrna (end 11th century)
Eustratios of Nicaea (¢.1050-1120)
Michael of Ephesus (¢.1050-1129)
Nicholas of Methone (d. 1165)
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D. The empire in Nicaea

Nikephoros Blemmydes (1197-1272)
Theodore II Laskaris (1233-58)
Manuel Holobolos (fl. 1267)

E. The Palaeologan period (13th—15th century)

George Pachymeres (1242-1310)
Maximos Planoudes (c.1255-¢.1305)
Leo Magentinos (13th century)
Theodore Metochites (1270-1332)
John Pediasimos (d. 1341)

Joseph Philagrios (end 14th century)
John Chortasmenos (1370-1436)
Barlaam of Calabria (c.1290-1348)
Nikephoros Gregoras (1290/3-1358/61)
Gregory Palamas (c.1296-1359)
Gregory Akindynos (c.1300-48)
Nicholas Kabasilas (d. 1371)
Demetrios Kydones (c.1324-97/8)
Prochoros Kydones (c.1333-69/70)
George Gemistos Plethon (¢.1360—¢.1453)
George Trapezountios (1395-1472)
Theodore Gazes (1400-76/8)
Andronikos Kallistos (1400-86)
George Scholarios Gennadios (c.1400-72/4)
Bessarion (1403-72)

Michael Apostoles (1420-80)

How could one study the works of Byzantine philosophers?

The genres of philosophical writing in Byzantium are quite diverse. For
teaching purposes the Byzantine scholars produced marginal notes and ex-
planatory paraphrases on ancient philosophical works, but also extended
commentaries, sometimes in question-and-answer form, small handbooks,
and more detailed companions. They also wrote small treatises on specfic
topics, or longer works, occasionally in dialogue form, with the aim to rebut
the views of their opponents and to explain or defend their own theories. To
all these, we should further add their letters and orations which frequently
have philosophical content.

Most of the writings of Byzantine philosophers are still unpublished or are
available only in old and often quite imperfect editions. But even when we do
have reliable editions of the philosophical works of Byzantine thinkers, their
philosophical contribution for the most part still needs to be critically
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assessed. For although eminent scholars of the nineteenth and early twentieth
century worked with great care on some Byzantine philosophical texts, their
interest was not primarily philosophical; they rather were trying to preserve
every aspect of the Byzantine intellectual heritage and, at the most, to grasp,
in historical terms, how the work of Byzantine philosophers rdlected the
society in which they lived. On the other hand, the philosophers of the
nineteenth and early twentieth century understandably were discouraged
both by the rhetorical style of the Byzantine writings and by the theological
interests displayed in much of Byzantine philosophy. In addition to all
this, the strong general prejudice that the Middle Ages, especially in the early
period and in the Byzantine East, were the dark ages of human civilization,
makes it even easier to understand why Byzantine philosophy was neglected.

After the Second World War, however, there is a signficant change in the
study of Byzantine philosophy, clearly connected with the rediscovery and
the startling changes in the appraisal of the Western medieval philosophical
tradition as well as of certain areas in ancient philosophy, for instance the
philosophy of Hellenistic times and of late antiquity. During the second part
of the twentieth century, in general, the study of the early history of philoso-
phy was transformed in two respects: (i) new ways of interpreting the works
of ancient and medieval philosophers were introduced, and (ii) certain areas
in ancient and medieval philosophy which before had been completely neg-
lected or marginalized were brought to the centre of scholarly attention. The
philosophers and scholars who studied ancient and medieval philosophy
made an attempt gradually to free themselves from earlier preconceptions
and prejudices. To begin with, they insisted on taking the theories and
arguments of ancient and medieval philosophers philosophically seriously;
their writings were no longer simply studied as works of the past of mainly
antiquarian or historical interest, but rather were studied as philosophical
works on their own merit.

This new approach to the early stages of the history of philosophy has
opened, I think, the path to a reassessment also of the writings of Byzantine
thinkers. In fact, during the last decades of the twentieth century some of the
treatises of Byzantine philosophers were published for thefirst time, or came
out in better, critical, editions; several books and numerous articles began to
be written concerning particular topics in Byzantine philosophy; interdiscip-
linary workshops and symposia were organized to discuss the general intel-
lectual development in Byzantium and, as part of this, also touched on
Byzantine philosophy. One gets some idea of this more recent development,
if one looks at the following sample (in chronological order) of some general
surveys and bibliographies which were produced in this period:

Tatakis, B. N. (1949), La Philosophie byzantine (Paris).

Ocehler, K. (1969), Antike Philosophie und byzantinisches Mittelalter(Munich).
Lemerle, P. (1971), Le Premier Humanisme byzantin (Paris).

Podskalsky, G. (1977), Theologie und Philosophie in Byzanz (Munich).
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Hunger, H. (1978), ‘Philosophie’, in his Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der
By:zantiner, 1 (Munich), 3-62.

Wilson, N. G. (1983), Scholars of Byzantium (London).

Benakis, L. (1987), ‘Grundbibliographie zum Aristoteles-Studium in Byzanz’, in
J. Wiesner (ed.), Aristoteles: Werk und Wirkung. Paul Moraux gewidmet (Berlin
and New York), 352-79.

——(1988), ‘Commentaries and Commentators on the Logical Works of Aristotle in
Byzantium’, in R. Claussen and R. Daube-Schackat (eds.), Gedankenzeichen. Fest-
schrift fiir Klaus Oehler (Tlibingen), 3—12.

——(1991a), ‘Commentaries and Commentators on the Works of Aristotle (Except
the Logical Ones) in Byzantium’, in B. Mojsisch and O. Pluta (eds.), Historia
Philosophiae Medii Aevi: Festschrift fir Kurt Flasch (Amsterdam), 45-54.

——(1991b), ‘Bibliographie internationale sur la philosophie byzantine (1949-1990)’,
in Bibliographie byzantine public a l'occasion du XVIIle Congres Internationale
d’Etudes Byzantines (Athens), 319-77.

Of course, some of these works are already outdated again, since current
research has come to question the views expressed in them, and more books
and articles have been published in the last decade. Still, this short bibliog-
raphy can at least serve as a first guide to a preliminary study of Byzantine
philosophy; the general surveys and the bibliographical material which it
includes provide valuable information for anyone who is interested infinding
out where to look for the texts themselves and which books and articles to
consult on specialized topics.

But most of the work still remains to be done, if we are to be able to
understand and evaluate the distinctive character of Byzantine philosophy.
Following the rising interest of the last decades, it now seems important to
encourage further the systematic study and critical assessment of the original
contributions of Byzantine philosophers. What we still need to do is to take
their works seriously as philosophical writings; putting aside our prejudices
and misconceptions, we need to make a renewed dfort to reconstruct and to
do justice to Byzantine philosophy. This volume was conceived as at least a
concerted attempt in this direction.

II

This volume, in fact, grew out of some of the papers read and discussed at a
conference in Thessaloniki in 1997, which also had been devoted to Byzantine
philosophy and its relation to ancient philosophical thought. It was guided by
the thought that, if it is our aim to recover and rethink Byzantine philosophy,
it also is crucial to examine in detail the influence of earlier philosophical
traditions on Byzantine philosophers. What is more, Byzantium’s depend-
ence in philosophy on its ancient heritage manifestly is an area of study
which, in particular comparison with other aspects of Byzantine civilization,
like the indebtedness of Byzantine to ancient art, has hardly received any
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attention. However, there is no doubt that it is the Byzantines who copied,
studied, commented on, and taught the texts of ancient philosophers, and
that it is mainly because of their efforts that the philosophical traditions of
antiquity were transmitted and kept alive.

Investigating the ancient sources of Byzantine philosophy, we perhapsfirst
should find out what the Byzantines themselves have to say about ancient
philosophy, or, as they characteristically call it in contrast to Christian
theology, ‘the wisdom from without’. It soon becomes clear that Byzantine
thinkers are by no means unanimous as to the importance of ancient philoso-
phy; their views greatly differ on this matter. Some, under the influence of
St Paul and authors like Tatian, consider ancient philosophy as useless or
even dangerous, because it corrupts the Christian view of things and leads to
heresies. Others, in particular Basil the Great and Gregory of Nyssa, claim
that ancient philosophy, if used in a cautious and careful way, could be a
preparation for the true faith, help in its elucidation, and serve as a dialectical
weapon against heresies. After all, Pantaenus and Justin the Martyr had been
philosophers. Clement of Alexandria clearly had been heavily irfluenced by
Stoicism and Platonism. Origen had even taught philosophy to his students,
and had gained a reputation as a philosopher, though precisely Origen’s
example, once his orthodoxy had become suspect, fuelled questions about
the usefulness of ancient philosophy. Finally, Byzantine philosophers, like
John Italos and Barlaam of Calabria, undertake the task, in some cases at
high personal cost, to defend ancient philosophy in its own right, but also as a
means for a better understanding of Christian dogma.

Such conflicting attitudes towards ancient philosophy usually depended on
whether the aim of the Byzantine author was to clarify certain philosophical
issues, or to rebut the pagans, or write against the heretics, or explain
Christian dogmas, but also on the knowledge of ancient philosophy which
at the time was available to the particular Byzantine thinker. In general,
Byzantine philosophers had some direct knowledge of the works of ancient
philosophers. They certainly had access to most of the major ancient texts we
still have, and the continuity of the Greek language, of course, made it
possible for them to study the ancients in the original. To take the obvious
case of Plato’s and Aristotle’s works, at least a thousand Byzantine manu-
scripts have survived which either preserve Aristotle’s text, or in addition also
comment on it; in Plato’s case there are more than 260 Byzantine manuscripts
of his dialogues. Nevertheless, although all of Plato and Aristotle was in
principle available, certainly in centres like Constantinople, Trebizond, Thes-
saloniki, and Mystras, in practice only some works were commonly read; for
instance, the works of Aristotle which were widely read during Byzantine
times were the Categories, the De interpretatione, the Analytics, the Physics,
and the Nicomachean Ethics.

It is not by accident, of course, that the Byzantines had a preference for
certain ancient philosophers, or even for certain works of these philosophers.
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Indeed, they were quite selective and generally chose only those ancient
philosophical texts which they regarded as compatible with their Christian
faith. Thus, they taught Aristotle’s logic as generally useful or as a prepar-
ation for more theoretical studies; but they disagreed with him on his theory
of the eternity of the world or his understanding of God as thefirst unmoved
mover who moves the heaven, but exerts no providence for individual human
beings. Byzantine philosophers consider Plato’s metaphysics to be closer to
the Christian world-view, especially on issues like, for instance, the immor-
tality of the soul and the creation of the world; still, though, for doctrinal
reasons they cannot accept the Platonic theory of metempsychosis or the
existence of eternal ideas or forms. Hence, Byzantine philosophers follow the
eclectic tradition of later antiquity and combine aspects of Plato’s and
Aristotle’s theories, at least up until the fifteenth century, when they start
contrasting them and believe that they need to take sides, presenting them-
selves either as Platonists or as Aristotelians. Important though it may be, the
influence of Plato and of Aristotle is not the only one which shapes Byzantine
philosophical thought. For it is crucial here to keep in mind that the Byzan-
tines also engage in a limited dialogue with the other schools of ancient
philosophy. For instance, they are interested in criticizing or appropriating
elements from the doctrines of the Epicureans and the Stoics, but in particu-
lar of the Neoplatonists, and they examine the implications of the Sceptics’
views on the possibility of human knowledge.

But whatever attitude the Byzantines took towards ancient philosophy,
and whatever the specific ancient sources which they relied on to form their
theories, one thing is certain; it was impossible for Byzantine philosophers to
escape altogether from the influence of ancient philosophy. For it was ancient
philosophy which provided them with a well-articulated theoretical frame-
work and with the philosophical language which had to serve as the basis for
their own philosophical discourse. But does this mean that the Byzantines
merely copied ancient philosophers, and hence that their philosophical
writings altogether lacked originality? Do Byzantine philosophers interpret
ancient philophical theories always in the same way, the way they had already
been interpreted in late antiquity? Does Byzantine philosophy as a whole lack
a distinctive character which differentiates it from the previous periods in the
history of philosophy? Such general questions concerning the relation be-
tween ancient and Byzantine philosophy are constantly in the background of
the articles of this volume. There is no doubt that these questions still remain
open, but I think that the contributors to this volume manage to address
some of them in the only way they at this point can be addressed, namely by
thoroughly investigating particular topics which give us some insight as to the
directions in which we should look for possible answers.

This volume contains eleven articles, mainly written by established
scholars, but also by scholars belonging to the younger generation. They
represent different disciplines, such as philosophy, history, classics, and
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medieval or Byzantine studies. The particular topics which they discuss
range, in modern terms, from philosophy of language, theory of knowledge,
and logic to political philosophy, ethics, natural philosophy, and metaphys-
ics. As to the philosophers whose works our contributors study, they belong
to all periods from the beginnings of Byzantine culture in the fourth century
to the demise of the Byzantine Empire in the fifteenth century. In fact, the
wide range of authors and texts which this volume covers becomes obvious
when one just looks at the extensive indexes of names and of passages at the
end of the volume. Perhaps the reader is introduced here, for thefirst time, to
some Byzantine authors or to some of their writings. Most Byzantine phil-
osophers definitely are not household names, not even among philosophers.
So little attention has been given to their philosophical works that we do not
even know whether they deserve to become a standard part of philosophical
literature. This general unfamiliarity is reflected by the fact that there is not
even a standard way in contemporary scholarship of rendering their Greek
names. Thus, to further guide the reader in his or her attempt to learn more
about these more or less unknown Byzantine philosophers as well as about
the more familiar ones, we have added an epilogue in which Linos Benakis
presents the most recent publications on Byzantine philosophy; these include
the new critical editions of Byzantine philosophical texts, the introductory
surveys of Byzantine philosophy, the up-to-date bibliographies, the entries in
recently published dictionaries or encyclopedias, and the new journals which
specialize on Byzantium.

The main contents of the volume are these. The first article by Sten
Ebbesen raises the more general issue of the relation, or rather, it turns out,
the lack of relation, between Byzantine philosophy and the West. It discusses
the different paths which the Byzantines and the Western medieval philoso-
phers took, especially in connection with their reliance on ancient philoso-
phy. The second article closely examines a particular philosophical topic
which occupied Basil the Great, namely whether proper names only designate
substances or have a descriptive content. Paul Kalligas’s treatment of the
subject refers to the views both of ancient and of modern philosophers, in
order to discover and elucidate the new elements which Basil brings into the
ancient discussion. From the fourth-century philosophy of language we next
move to the sixth century and to political philosophy in Dominic O’Meara’s
systematic analysis of an anonymous dialogue of the Justinian period,
namely ‘On Political Science’. The author of this dialogue, being concerned
with the political problems of his time, suggests a new constitutional order; he
seems to be very much influenced by Neoplatonism and by his own interpret-
ation of the problems arising out of Plato’s political philosophy. The last
article on the early period focuses on John of Damascus in the eighth century,
and in particular on his attempt to integrate a notion of a will into Aristotle’s
moral psychology and theory of action. The problem here is to explain why
God would create human beings if they sooner or later would sin, but also to
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get a better grasp of the process of how we come to make a choice. According
to Michael Frede, John’s account of human freedom is quite novel in some
ways, and this novelty had an important impact on Thomas Aquinas, and
thus on the further development of thought about the will in traditional
western philosophy.

Next, we turn to the eleventh century, and to an anonymous logical text
which here for the first time is analysed in detail by Jonathan Barnes.
Although this is an elementary handbook of logic written mainly in the
Peripatetic tradition, it includes interesting divergences, like for instance the
discussion of syllogisms with singular propositions, which show that logic in
Byzantium had an interesting further development, thoughfirmly based on
Aristotle and the Stoics. John Duffy’s article turns our attention to perhaps
the central figure of Byzantine philosophy, namely Michael Psellos. The
specific subject which concerns him is the status of philosophical discourse
in Byzantium from the middle of the ninth century to the appearance of
Psellos around 1040. He argues that there is a signficant development from
the rather humanistic character of Photios’ and Arethas’ interests to the way
Psellos views the philosopher as someone with a hard-earned and unsur-
passed knowledge in all branches of learning, and especially in the philosophy
of the ancients. My article gives an example of Psellos’ own knowledge and
appropriation of the ancient philosophical traditions. I closely study his
paraphrasis on Aristotle’s De interpretatione, and try to show that, although
Psellos’ main aim is to promote a knowledge of Aristotle’s logic, he also does
express his own logical views, some of which originate in his attempt to
reconcile the Christian tradition with the ancient philosophers.

The Palaeologan period is first represented by Theodore Metochites, and
in particular by Borje Bydén’s edition of and philosophical commentary on
one of his shorter philosophical treatises, namely Semeiosis 61. In this text
we find Metochites” account of ancient Scepticism, in which he attempts to
present it not as the perverse cultivation of argument for argument’s sake,
and to vindicate it as the reasonable view that there exist things of which
knowledge is impossible. My article also tries to shed light on some of the
works of three Byzantine philosophers of the fourteenth century, namely
Nikephoros Gregoras, Barlaam of Calabria, and Gregory Palamas. The issue
here is the debate about the significance and use of Aristotelian syllogistic.
Although Gregoras adopts an entirely negative attitude, Barlaam and Pala-
mas disagree as to the limits of the use of logical reasoning in our attempt to
understand God and his attributes. Their arguments and counter-arguments
raise interesting questions as to the nature of demonstration and the connec-
tion between faith and reason. Polymnia Athanassiadi compares Michael
Psellos and George Gemistos Plethon, another particularly important By-
zantine philosopher, and like Psellos of an unusually independent mind. She
considers their collections of the Chaldaean Oracles, which in her view from
Tamblichus onwards served the Neoplatonists as the holy book par excel-
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lence. Psellos and Plethon give us a substantially diferent interpretation of
these texts; whereas Psellos directly follows the Neoplatonists in interpreting
the Chaldaean Oracles in their own context, Plethon’s account uses them as a
companion to a new philosophical theology. George Karamanolis contrasts
the work of Plethon with that of yet another major Byzantine author, namely
George Scholarios Gennadios. In his article the general issue is thefifteenth-
century controversy over the primacy of Plato or Aristotle, a controversy
which is not so much about how Aristotle’s philosophy compares with
Plato’s, but rather about which philosophical authority comes closer to
Christian doctrine. To better illustrate the philosophical reasons presented
by Plethon and Scholarios, the discussion here focuses on two particular
topics, namely Aristotle’s view about the world’s constitution and the nature
of the human soul.

If these articles persuade the reader that Byzantine philosophy is worth
investigating, this volume has achieved its aim. Needless to say, most of the
questions concerning either the general character of Byzantine philosophy or
the specific doctrines of particular Byzantine philosophers cannot be settled
here. We rather hope that this attempt will be found to be inviting and
promising enough for others to join us in the study of Byzantine philosophy.
Only in this way will we manage to completely bridge the gap between ancient
philosophy and early modern philosophy. In this connection we have to keep
in mind the profound impact Byzantine scholars and philosophers of the
fifteenth century had on the revival of Platonic studies and Platonism in the
Renaissance in the West.

I would like to close this introduction by acknowledging the help I have
received in completing this project. I would like to thank all those who
organized and participated in the conference in Thessaloniki, especially
V. Kotzia-Panteli and S. Kotzabassi; I also thank Myles Burnyeat and
Richard Sorabji who read thefirst draft of this volume, and made invaluable
comments not only on particular articles, but also on its composition as a
whole; Oxford University Press, and in particular Peter Momtchildf who
took the risk of publishing a collection of articles on as unusual a subject as
Byzantine philosophy; finally, Michael Frede for his constant encourage-
ment, but mainly for his unwavering conviction that Byzantine philosophers
can be a pleasure to read and study, any time and any place.
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Greek—Latin Philosophical
Interaction

STEN EBBESEN

Introduction

In antiquity Europe was divided into a Greek and a Latin zone of irffluence.
The limits of the Greek zone had been established about 300 Bc. In the
eastern Mediterranean Greek was the language of all central and much local
administration, and it functioned as a lingua franca for all sorts of purposes.
The Roman conquest changed nothing in that regard: it just put a wafer-thin
layer of Latin administration on top of the Greek, and after less than a
millennium that thin layer had worn off. But in the West, which prior to
the advent of the Roman legions had no international language of adminis-
tration, commerce, and higher culture, Latinfilled the vacuum and obtained
the role that Greek had in the East.

It makes sense to see a lot of European history, political and cultural alike,
as a meeting between two cultures defined by the use of the Greek and the
Latin language, respectively. This is the perspective that [ now want to apply
to the history of philosophy.! But it is only in a very long perspective that we
can talk about the Greek and the Latin cultures as entities of the same rank.
For most of history one of them has been dominant.

There was the time when the Latin world was in most matters at the
receiving end. While avidly absorbing as much Greek culture as they possibly
could, Romans like Cato the Elder would stifen their sagging self-esteem by
calling Greeks Greculi and extolling the superior virtues of mos maiorum.
There came a time when the Greek world was in most matters at the receiving

! Proper documentation of the claims made in this article would require a book-length
bibliography. References in the footnotes below will generally regard lesser known/accessible
scholarly works and/or details rather than broad issues. Some general help, especially on the
medieval Latin material, may be found in Kretzmanner al. (1982); Dronke (1988); De Libera
(1993); Ebbesen (1995). I have compared certain aspects of the Byzantine and Latin traditions in
Ebbesen (1992, 1996a).
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end, and many Greeks would try to preserve their self-respect by pretending
that this was not so; after all, the Latins were barbarians.

Such attitudes are not really helpful for anyone. People who realize that
another culture has in somefields something better than their own are worthy
of praise, especially if they actively do something to give other members of
their linguistic community access to the foreign ways of thought through
translations. Cicero is well spoken of for his role in transmitting Greek
thought to the West. It might be time to honour those persons with a
background in Greek culture who understood that they had something to
learn from the Latins when that time arrived. Though less irfluential, George
Scholarios deserves a place beside Cicero.

Stages of Latin Reception of Greek Philosophy

The main stages of the Latin reception of Greek philosophy are well known
from current histories of philosophy. Nevertheless, let me repeat the story.
The Greek influence came in five waves.

The first wave

In the first century Bc Cicero, Varro, and Lucretius made a major dfort to
make Greek philosophical thought available in Latin. Their work was
followed up by Seneca in the first century of the Christian era.

This first wave is characterized by the educative purpose—the purpose is to
educate the a-philosophical Latin world. Especially in the Ciceronian age the
Roman authors themselves think of the Latin world as purely receptive: it is a
passive intellect, a tabula rasa, that must receive the imprint of the Greek
agent intellect. Another characteristic of thefirst wave is the virtual absence
of translations. Except for Cicero’s translation of a major part of Plato’s
Timeeus no text by any of the famous philosophers was translated—nor, for
that matter, was any text by a second-rate thinker. What wefind are popu-
larizing accounts of Greek philosophy with liberal loans from Greek primary
and secondary literature.

Greek culture was indisputably dominant at the time. The Greek lands had
had a tradition for having professional philosophers since the fourth century
BC. By 161 Bc the philosophers had reached Rome—we know that because in
that year a decree of the senate was needed to expel them from the city?

The interest with which the upper echelons of Roman society greeted the
famous philosophers’ embassy some five years later might seem to indicate
that Rome was ready to receive philosophical culture, create a class of Latin
philosophers, and perhaps one day be able to rival the Greeks. Gellius tells us

2 Gellius, Noctes Atticae 15. 11. 1; Suetonius, De grammaticis et rhetoribus 25. 1 = De
rhetoribus 1. 1.
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that the three ‘philosophers—Carneades from the Academy, the Stoic Diog-
enes and the Peripatetic Critolaus—used the senator C. Acilius as an inter-
preter when they appeared in the senate, but before that happened they each
gave separate presentation talks, drawing a numerous public’® It is charac-
teristic of the episode that in the senate the Greeks must have their speeches
translated into the language of the political masters, but outside the senate
the representatives of the dominant culture could perform in their own
language and be understood by representatives of the subservient culture—
including, no doubt, several senators who a short time afterwards would
insist on the use of an interpreter in the senate.

The first wave did not create an innovative Latin-language philosophical
tradition, nor even a noticeable tradition for non-innovative philosoph-
ical works in Latin. For centuries Greek continued to hold a monopoly as
the language of learning. Romans with philosophical interest, such as Mu-
sonius Rufus and Marcus Aurelius, would tend to express themselves in
Greek. The only known victim of the Emperor Domitian’s expulsion of
philosophers from Rome and all of Italy was a Greek, Epictetus?

The long-term importance of the first wave lay primarily in its demonstra-
tion that it is possible to talk about philosophical matters in Latin. Cicero and
his contemporaries did for Latin what Nicole Oresme and other fourteenth-
century figures were to do for the Western vernaculars: they prepared the
ground for the day when the monopoly of the one learned language would be
broken.

Secondly, the first wave made elements of Greek ethics, Stoic ethics in
particular, a part of any educated man’s intellectual baggage. Cicero and
Seneca made access to that part of education independent of a mastery of
Greek. Ambrose and other Church Fathers had a good deal of Stoic ethics in
their baggage. This was to be important in the Latin Middle Ages.

The second wave

This lasted from about 350 till 525 It was actually a very composite wave,
but let me separate just three main components. First, there were translations
and adaptations of the Aristotelian Organon and related works. The best
known, and for posterity by far the most important translator and adapter,
was Boethius (consul in 510), who clearly saw himself as a second Cicero,
bringing Greek philosophy to Latium.

3 Gellius, Noctes Atticae 6. 14. 9.

4 Gellius, Noctes Atticae 15. 11. 5: ‘Qua tempestate Epictetus quoque philosophus propter id
senatusconsultum Nicopolim Roma decessit.” Epictetus, Dissertationes 3. 8. 7, mentions one
Italicus, whom he describes as the closest thing to a philosopher among the Romans
CITalikds 6 paloTa Sokwv avTv—sc. Twv ‘Pwpalwv—prdoopos eivar). This man may
have been a native victim of Domitian’s persecution.

> 1 put the beginning ¢.350 in order to be able to include such persons as Vettius Praetextatus
and Marius Victorinus; 525 is the approximate year of Boethius’ death.
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The second component was the composition of a comprehensive scientfic
grammar of Latin by Priscian in Constantinople shortly after the year 500.
The grammatical theory explicitly and implicitly taught by Priscian is almost
totally derived from the works of Apollonius Dyscolus, an Alexandrian
Greek from the second century AD. In Priscian’s case it seems pretty obvious
that it was his appointment to a job as teacher of Latin on a high level in
Constantinople that occasioned the adoption of Greek theory. In late an-
tiquity Constantinopolitan culture was Greek—Latin bilingual to an extent
never seen anywhere before or since. Interestingly, the same Flavius Theo-
dorus Dionisii who in 527 produced a copy of Priscian’s Institutiones gram-
maticae was also responsible for a copy of Boethius’ logical opuscula. Flavius
Theodorus worked in Constantinople®

The third component was the introduction of Neoplatonizing thought.
The main medium was theological writings, and Augustine (354-430) over-
shadows all others.

Boethius and the other translators were not themselves philosophically
innovative, and their work was little noticed by their contemporaries; it was
centuries before the Latin world reaped the fruits of their toil in the shape of
philosophical innovation. The same may be said about Priscian’s grammar.
Augustine was both a mediator and an innovator, and though it was to be a
long time before he got worthy successors, he did start a living tradition of
philosophizing theology in Latin.

The third wave

After a couple of genuinely dark centuries higher education began its come-
back in the West in the days of Charlemagne. About the end of the tenth
century the movement was beginning to pick up speed; a boom in higher
education was starting, a boom that has lasted ever since. About this time the
third Greek wave arrived. Not through new translations but because Boeth-
ius” Greek-inspired works and his translations of the Ars Vetus began to
acquire a status as standard texts in higher education. The Ars Vetus is the
truncated Organon that consists of Porphyry’s Isagoge, and Aristotle’s Cat-
egories and De interpretatione. The resuscitation of Boethius was soon
followed by that of his contemporary Priscian.

In the course of the tenth, eleventh, and early twelfth centuries a distinctive
native Latin tradition grew up on soil fertilized with ancient Greek philoso-
phy. It was scholastic in the same way that Greek philosophy had been at
least since the second century AD, that is, in the sense that the foundation of
teaching and discussion was a small set of authoritative books. The Ars
Vetus, Boethius’ logical monographs and Priscian’s grammar were the central

¢ See Obertello (1974: 1. 347-8).
7 For the introduction of Boethius’ works in the medieval schools, see Van de Vyver (1929);
for Priscian, see Kneepkens (1995).
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texts in the young Western scholasticism, but there were numerous other
sources of inspiration. The key texts all contained Greek theory, but it was
not a doctrinally uniform set of texts and the blend was dfferent from that
available in the Eastern empire.

The resulting native tradition of Latin philosophy had the following char-
acteristics:

1. It was analytic. Painstaking analysis of propositions and concepts, of
sentences and terms, dogged attempts to clarify the relationships between
words, concepts, and extramental realities—that is what wefind.

2. It was linguistic, both in the sense that there was an intense interest in
the philosophy of language and in the sense that without copying grammar it
relied heavily on grammatical research for its analytical tools and procedures.

3. Tt was logical in the sense that one of the favourite occupations of
philosophers consisted in formulating logical rules and in exploring how
well both new and traditional rules performed in extreme conditions. It was
also logical in the sense that philosophers made an extraordinary dfort to lay
bare the structure both of their own argumentation and of that of their
opponents.

4. It was imaginative. People would think up strange sentences and set up
strange thought experiments to test hypotheses. While respectful towards the
classics, men felt no fear of going beyond the ancients. They would talk about
the ancients as giants on whose shoulders they were sitting, but an important
point of the simile is that from that position they could see further than the
ancients themselves.

5. From an early date there was a consciousness of philosophy being a
different enterprise from theology, even if the difference was not institutional-
ized till the late twelfth or early thirteenth century. At the same time, how-
ever, there was a broad acceptance of the use of philosophical method in
theology and a feedback resulting in the adoption in philosophical contexts
of certain questions first raised and of certain conceptual toolsfirst developed
in theology. Theological irrationalists of the brand of Bernard of Clairvaux
(c.1090-1153) had very limited success.

The philosophy that resulted from the third wave of Greek irfluence
reached maturity in the twelfth century with people like Peter Abelard
(1079-1142), Alberic of Paris, Adam Balsham Parvipontanus, and Gilbert
of Poitiers (= Gilbertus Porretanus, d. 1154). I shall give a couple of examples
of how they worked.

Perhaps the best known part of Abelard’s work is his thoughts about
signification and universals.® Wrestling with a problem whose roots in Por-
phyry and further back in ancient Greek philosophy are clear for everyone to
see, and armed with both Aristotle’s hierarchy of genera and species and his

8 For an introduction to Abelard and references to further literature, see Marenbon (1997).
For the problem of universals, see De Libera (1996).
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flow-chart of signification in the De interpretatione, further with the Porphyr-
ian notion of words of the second imposition—metalinguistic words, names
of names—plus a few other things, Abelard and some near-contemporaries
created a nominalism the like of which the world had not seen before: a
genuine, and pretty coherent, nominalism. A new quasi-entity, the circum-
stance (status) of being a man, was introduced to serve as that which is shared
by the individuals picked out by a common term like ‘man’, while the word
qua significative was distinguished from the word qua merely phonetically
shaped. Another quasi-entity, the dictum propositionis, or enuntiabile, was
introduced to be what propositions signify’

Never since the days of Chrysippus in the third centuryBc had signification
been so thoroughly analysed. And rarely since his days had philosophers
advertised their views in such provocative ways. Each of the philosophical
schools of the twelfth century had a list of paradoxical tenets, as outrageous
as the Stoic paradoxes (‘Only a sage is a rich man’, etc.). To take just one
example: the nominalists defended the thesis that nothing grows. A blatant
falsehood! But if anyone was sufficiently intrigued to ask a nominalist what
on earth he might mean by proclaiming such nonsense, the nominalist would
introduce him to a problem about identity. The nominalists reasoned as
follows: a thing equals the sum of its parts, growth is an addition of parts,
consequently the result of growth is a different thing from the old one. This
line of argument destroys the identity between a teenager and a full-grown
man. To repair the damage done by their own argument, the nominalists used
the notion of a person: a person (persona) can grow while preserving his
identity, but he becomes a new thing (essentia).

Abelard’s Ethics is a masterpiece of conceptual analysis resulting in the
thesis that we need all the concepts of vicious disposition, of will to do wrong,
and of wrong done, but none of the three can be the decisive criterion for the
morally evil. The primary bearer of moral predicates is the agent’s intention,
his conscious acceptance of acting in some way. Abelard eliminates various
plausible candidates for being the primary bearer of moral predicates by
means of counter-examples. He could be quite imaginative in devising such
examples. Thus in a subargument for the thesis that the agent’s intention is
decisive for the moral character of an act he asks if it can really be true that
sexual pleasure is unconditionally evil, and he conjures up the picture of a
religious who is bound in chains and placed in a bed with women. Suppose, he
says, that the combination of the soft bed and his contact with the women
brings him to pleasure, though not to consent, who will presume to call this
pleasure, which comes by natural necessity, a fault?®

Abelard’s conceptual apparatus for ethics has ancient roots, Greek roots,
Stoic roots in particular. In spite of the special Christian colouring of his

° For 12th-cent. nominalism, see Courtenay (1992).
19 Abelard, Ethica, ed. Luscombe, 20.
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peccatum, the connection to the Stoic audprnua is easily seen. There is
some tortuous historical path connecting his consensus with the Stoic
ovykatafeots. The Abelardian thought experiment in his Ethics is a coun-
ter-example against a very specific thesis. One branch of twelfth-century logic
aimed at developing techniques for finding a counter-argument (instantia)
against just any possible argument!"!

Pure logic was intensely cultivated, but I will not exemplify, because of
limited space. Let me just mention a new branch of logic that began to appear
in the twelfth century: the logic of ‘syncategorematic’ words, that is, words
that neither have nor purport to have referents. The syncategoremata studied
included the traditional ‘logical words’—quantfiers (omnis, quidam, nullus),
the negation non, and modal operators (necessario etc.)—but also such words
as ‘whether’, ‘both’, ‘except’, ‘only’ (an, uterque, praeter, tantum) and many
more as well.'> The inspiration was partly drawn from Priscian’s analyses of
conjunctions and prepositions (and via him we may see a connection back to
the Stoics), partly from the challenge posed by certain theological propos-
itions.

By the twelfth century Latin philosophy, while owing an immense debt to
Greek thought, had become emancipated and had moved from home to settle
in Paris. She was the intelligent daughter of an intelligent mother; she revered
her mother but she did much more than just copy her.

The question is: how was her mother doing? The shortest answer is: she was
growing old. About the year 600 she had abandoned her Alexandrian resi-
dence to move permanently to Constantinople, which was an old people’s
home of the sort that intermittently lavishes care on its occupants, while all
but forgetting them in the periods in between. She had until now learnt
nothing from her daughter, but she could be excused for not doing so. There
really was nothing of importance to learn. And if the Byzantine world had
failed to build strong philosophical milieux that could survive the death of a
master or temporary imperial indifference to the economic well-being of
philosophers, the situation had not been much diferent in the West. But on
Christmas night 1100 the alarm bells ought to have rung in Constantinople. It
was time Ma started to listen to her daughter.

She didn’t. Apparently, Greek intellectuals continued to believe theirs was
the dominant culture, though Greek had been steadily losing terrain as a
language of higher culture since the seventh century. Constantinople and
Thessaloniki were the only important centres left, and the geographical area
from which they could recruit new learned men had become severely re-
stricted. Meanwhile Latin had spread over the whole of Central and North-
ern Europe. Schools in France or Italy could begin to recruit their students
from as far away as Scandinavia, and they could bendit from the structure of

1 See Iwakuma (1987).
12 For an introduction to the lore of syncategoremata, see Kretzmann (1982).
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Western society with its stable clerical authorities besides the more fickle
secular ones.

By 1100 the Latin world was becoming a major producer of intellectual
goods. Yet, to the best of my knowledge, there is no sign that anyone in
Byzantium started to learn Latin to see what new discoveries their Western
colleagues might have made. Paradoxically, at the same time, the Latin world
was heading for the fourth wave of Greek influence.

The fourth wave

The formative phase of Latin scholasticism had drawn inspiration from a
great many Greek sources, but Aristotle and the tradition of Aristotelian
exegesis shaped the Western school tradition more than anything else. So
when things really started to move fast in the twelfth century the natural thing
for the Latins was to go looking for more Aristotle and more Aristotelian
exegesis. And for the first time for 600 years they got into contact with living
Greek intellectuals."

Just as the Latin lands had started a return to learning and philosophy
about 800, so had Byzantium, and just as the Latins were looking for more
Aristotle in the early twelfth century, so were some Greeks. In principle, all of
Aristotle was available in Constantinople, but in practice this was not the
case except for a few commonly read works. Even if one could lay hands on a
copy of the Stagirite’s own text of the Topics or the Metaphysics, this was of
little use if there was no commentary to dispel the mists of his famous
obscurity.

With financial support, it seems, from Anna Comnena, Eustratios of
Nicaea and Michael of Ephesus did a tremendous work in completing frag-
mentary commentaries handed down from antiquity and writing entirely new
ones on works for which there was not even a fragmentary one from ancient
days. Michael was still working on the project when one day, perhaps in the
1120s or 1130s, a stranger knocked at his door. The visitor was called James,
an unusual man with one foot in the Latin and another in the Greek world.
He was a Venetian, but also a Greek. He styled himself Jacobus Veneticus
Grecus. In a public dispute about the procession of the Holy Ghost that took
place in Constantinople in 1136 he was a member of the Latin delegation. At
another time we find him in Italy.!*

13 There may have been some contacts in the 9th cent. John Scot Eurigena, the translator of
Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, is likely to have acquired his mastery of Greek with the help of
Grecophone visitors to France, but there is no particular reason to believe that he knew anyone
really steeped in philosophy or theology.

14 For James of Venice, see Minio-Paluello (1952). There is no direct evidence that Michael
and James ever met, but the idea—first proposed by Browning (1962)—is very tempting. It gives a
simple explanation of how Michael got access to the manuscripts he used, some of which
contained quite rare items. Cf. Ebbesen (199¢c: 263) for indications that James used Michael’s
own working copy of his Elenchi commentary.
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James had started or was considering to start translating some Aristotle
from Greek into Latin, and Michael had what he needed: both manuscripts of
Aristotle and commentaries. James’ translations gave the Latins access to
such chefs d’euvre as the Posterior Analytics, Physics, and Metaphysics. But
the one that immediately attracted their attention most was the Sophistici
elenchi."® This is understandable, because among all the previously unknown
Aristotelian writings this book with its analysis of fallacies was the one that
was closest to the interests of the analytic Latin philosophers. The funny thing
is that no one used James’ translation. Everybody used Boethius’, which had
been forgotten for six centuries and now miraculously turned up. Neverthe-
less, it was James who secured the instant success of the rediscovered text. For
he provided a first-aid kit to readers of the Elenchi by translating Michael of
Ephesus’ commentary.'® In that way a Byzantine scholar, Michael, put his
fingerprints on late medieval scholastic logic in the West.

For all the good things one can say about Michael, he was a compiler with
no distinctive philosophical personality. The item from his commentary that
was to become most deeply entrenched in the Western tradition was a
classification of polysemy or ambiguity into actual, potential, and imaginary
polysemy (Strrov évepyela, Suvauer, pavracia: multiplicitas actualis, po-
tentialis, fantastica). Latin texts combine this piece of theory with others,
but in Michael’s own work the introduction of the classfication has no
further consequences for the theory of polysemy; it is just an isolated idea
contained in a passage that is an excerpt from a work by old Galen!’

After some confusion in the twelfth century about how to integrate the new
Aristotelian material, and after seeking help from Arabic Aristotelian phil-
osophers, Latin scholars of the thirteenth century reached an Aristotle inter-
pretation that was both more Aristotelian and more Neoplatonic than that of
the preceding century. Until about 1280 they also continued to receive new
translations; by that time the Latin Corpus Aristotelicum was complete and
important late ancient commentaries had also been translated!® But apart
from Michael’s commentary on the Elenchi, only one near-contemporary
Greek work made it to the West: the collection of commentaries on theEthics
known as ‘Eustratius’, in fact a composite work, a major part of which was
due to Michael of Ephesus.'

15 Cf. De Rijk (1962-7). De Rijk argued that the Elenchi brought about a major change in the
development of Latin logic. This view is challenged in Ebbesen (forthcoming), but there is no
denial that the book was intensely studied in both the 12th and the 13th cents.

16 See Ebbesen (1981). The translation no longer exists, but it is often quoted by Latin authors,
usually with ascription to Alexander (of Aphrodisias). For a quotation with the correct attribu-
tion to Michael, see Ebbesen (1996c: 255-7).

17 For the Galenic classification of ambiguity and the excerpts from Galen’s De captionibus in
Byzantine scholia on the Elenchi, see Ebbesen (1981).

8 For a convenient survey of the translations, see Dod (1982).

!9 The translation was done by Robert Grosseteste. See Mercken (1973-91). Notice that the
preface of the volume from 1991 contains important corrections of the information about
Michael given in the 1973 volume.
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It was too late to change radically the course of Latin philosophy. New
subjects came under scrutiny and the way people read Aristotle changed, but
the analytical approach remained, and the new branches of philosophy that
had developed in the twelfth century, especially within logic, survived in
new contexts, though they were largely removed from the interpretation of
Aristotle.

The fourth Greek wave left the Latins with a certain measure of schizo-
phrenia—in some philosophical genres the native tradition lived on, in others
it had been replaced by an approach that paid less attention to particulars
and more to universals, ontological hierarchies, and the possibility of letting
one’s personal intellect disappear in the sea of some universal intellect?

This schizophrenia was what fourteenth-century nominalists tried to over-
come; to a large extent by relying on the native Latin tradition that had
resulted from the third Greek wave rather than on the results of the fourth
wave. They felt no need of more translated texts, and none were made for a
century.’! At the same time, a thirteenth-century translation of Proclus’
Elementatio theologica acted as a virus in the body of Latin scholasticism,
which slowly began to crave for more Platonism.

The final wave

The West did get more Platonism. It came, of course, with the movement we
usually call the Renaissance. The last great wave of Greek irfluence reached
the shores of Italy about 1400 and 150 years later the whole West was
drenched. The effects on Latin philosophy were profound, I think, but not
easy to describe.*? The philosophical scene became more confusing than ever.
Not only did all sorts of Greek texts become available, from Plato and
Plutarch to Leo Magentinos from the thirteenth century, but a new class
of learned men who were not academics started to dabble in philosophy
alongside their other literary pursuits. These unprofessional philosophers or
would-be philosophers shared important traits with the typical Byzantine
learned man, who was never an academic philosopher for the simple reason
that there was no academy for him to graduate from and to teach in later on.

The Renaissance is an untidy period. Its beauty is not in its collective
achievements, but on the individual level its actors are often fascinating.
Think of the cardinalis Nicenus, alias Bessarion (c.1403-72): not a great
philosopher, but a man with a good training, a serious interest in philosophy,
and the ability to move with ease both in Latin and in Greek circles.

20 Cf. Ebbesen (1998) and—with stronger emphasis on the Arabic contribution—De Libera
(1993).

2l A Latin translation of Sextus Empiricus may be from ¢.1300 (though it could also be
earlier), but it seems to have had few readers and exerted no detectable irfluence on 14th-cent.
philosophy. See Cavini (1977).

22 For a good introduction to the period, see Copenhaver and Schmitt (1992).
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Latin Influence on Greek Intellectuals

Bessarion represents the class of Greeks who, without losing their attachment
to their native culture had come to realize that the Latin culture had changed
from being subservient to being dominant, or at least that Latin did not equal
barbarian.

Until the eleventh century the Greek culture had been the dominant one.
The scales tipped in the twelfth, but nobody seems to have really noticed
before the thirteenth century. To all appearances, educated Greeks of the
twelfth century continued to think of the Latins as representatives of a
subservient culture, and so did the Latins; at least they did not yet feel that
theirs was the dominant culture. They only started to feel that way in the
thirteenth century, and still the reverence for the Greek past put a sordine on
any trumpeting self-advertisement.

The fourth crusade not only brought home to the Greek world the truth
that the West was economically and militarily stronger, it also made it more
difficult for Greek intellectuals to ignore Western academe and its achieve-
ments. No university took root in the Greek world, but Latin schools of a
certain, not quite elementary, level appeared, and Franks with a university
degree or equivalent training from a religious school became a fairly common
sight in the East.>* Some of them learned Greek, and some Greeks learned
Latin. A Latin wave started to wash the feet of the Greek intelligentsia,
though few submerged their whole body in the wave.

I have looked in vain for clear signs of Latin influence in Nikephoros
Blemmydes,?* and, I may add, the thorough investigations of Greek writings
on fallacies that I did in the 1970s did not turn up a single loan from the Latin
tradition before the fifteenth century. On the other hand, there were people
already in the thirteenth who translated Latin philosophical texts into Greek.
Not contemporary ones, but Latin authoritative texts: Boethius’On Topical
Differences, Hypothetical Syllogisms, and the Consolation of Philosophy,
Macrobius on Scipio’s Dream.*

The selection is interesting. For one thing, the translated texts are rather
short. This suggests that the translators selected texts that might be incorpor-
ated in a teaching programme. For another, the translated texts are Latin
classics rather than modern texts. This is not very surprising. The Westerners
had acted in the same way—with the exception of a couple of recent Aristotle
commentaries they had only translated ancient auctores. Moreover, with
the translation of a few Latin auctores the Greek world would have access

23 Cf. Schabel (1998).

24 In Ebbesen (1996b: 182), I suggested that maybe Blemmydes had some (indirect) knowledge
of Marius Victorinus’ De definitionibus and Boethius’ De divisione. 1 have to retract the sugges-
tion. The passages in Blemmydes that reminded me of the Latin authors turn out to be loans from
John of Damascus.

25 See Nikitas (1982, 1990); Papathomopoulos (1999); Megas (1995).
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to the majority of the authoritative philosophical texts used in the West since
most of those were originally Greek. The only serious defect would be the
absence of translations of Averroes and Avicenna. True, there would also be
a conspicious lack of a modern handbook of logic, but even if a Byzantine
scholar had realized that his culture might need a handbook including such
subjects as ‘properties of terms’ (proprietates terminorum), it would not have
been obvious to him what to translate. By the end of the thirteenth century
Peter of Spain’s Summule was only just beginning to establish itself as a
classic.?®

On the other hand, there is something else weird about the selection. The
texts selected were not university texts. Neither Boethius’ Consolation nor
Macrobius figured in any normal university programme, and the two logical
works were entirely marginal in late thirteenth-century university teaching.
It is noteworthy that the most productive of the translators, Maximos
Planoudes (¢.1255-¢.1305), also translated Donatus’ Ars grammatica, Ovid’s
Metamorphoses and Heroides, and Disticha Catonis. Those were the sort of
texts that were taught at cathedral school level.

Two other translations by Planoudes are theological. Augustine’s De
Trinitate and Thomas Aquinas’ Summa theologica do not point to an ordin-
ary cathedral school milieu but rather to a Dominicanstudium.>’ Planoudes
and Manuel Holobolos (fl. 1267), the translator of two of Boethius’ logical
opuscula, probably depended on Latins established in Constantinople for
their ideas about what to translate. The prime suspect is the Dominican house
which had been in the City since 1232.

In the fourteenth century the Latin influence on Greek philosophical
discourse still seems to be weak. In theology, the influence seems stronger.
In the Hesychastic debate of the 1330s Barlaam of Calabria ¢.1290-1348)
brings with him a Latin approach, and even his opponent, Gregory Palamas
(1296-1359), uses loans from Augustine. This is amply shown by Demetra-
copoulos (1997), who further argues that Palamas borrowed a Stoic division
of signs into indicative (évdetkTixov) and commemorative (YropuvyoTikov)
from Sextus Empiricus*® Now, one of Palamas’ examples does point back
to Sextus, and indisputably so, but the actual wording of the distinction
does not. Palamas distinguishes between a natural and a non-natural symbol:
pvokdv avpBolov, un duotkdv ovuPolov. The terminology takes us back

26 See De Rijk (1972), which contains references to De Rijk’s own ground-breaking studies. It
should be noticed, however, that De Rijk gave a mistaken impression of an early tradition for
commenting on the Summule by dating the commentary of Guillelmus Arnaldi to the 1230s,
which is too early by half a century.

27 If the Greek translation of the Pseudo-Aristotelian De plantis is also by Planoudes, as
commonly assumed, this shows him ‘bringing home’ a Greek authoritative text not available in
Greek. De plantis was read in Western universities, and it would not be a strange thing for a
Dominican studium to possess.

28 Demetracopoulos (1997: 73-9; 201-2). The passage about natural and non-natural signs
occurs in Christou et al. (1962: 627). For Byzantine use of Sextus, cf. Ch. 8 by B. Byda in this
volume.
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not to Sextus but rather to Augustine, whose distinction between natural and
given signs was widely known in Latin scholasticism, but usually phrased as a
division into signa naturalia and conventional signs, with varying termin-
ology for the latter (ex institutione, ad placitum, and other expressions).

Of course, even if my suspicion of a Latin source of Palamas’ natural
symbol is correct, this does now show a major Latin influence. At most it
shows that the Latin philosophical apparatus was sneaking into the thought
patterns of Greek intellectuals.

Palamas is not my hero, but another pair of intellectuals from Thessaloniki
have heroic status with me. They are Demetrios (.1324-97/8) and Prochoros
(¢.1333-69/70) Kydones.?* While Planoudes had no successor in Constantin-
ople, the Kydones brothers from Thessaloniki continued his work, translat-
ing important Latin texts into Greek: this was the way to go if Greeks were to
catch up with developments, just as the Latins had translated Greek works
since antiquity.

The Kydones brothers translated theological works (by Augustine, Aqui-
nas, Herveus Natalis, and others), most of which had a considerable amount
of philosophical content, but apparently the fourteenth century did not
bring any significant augmentation of the number of purely philosophical
Latin texts in Greek translation, and it is a matter of speculation how
influential the few existing ones were, or what the dfects of Latin-language
schools were. In the early 1430s George Scholarios (c.1400-72/4), also known
as Gennadios, assures us that he was innovative when he started to teach a
Latin-style philosophy course in his school, and lets us understand that his
pupils had difficulties with his ‘strange and foreign terminology’
(¢évar kal vmepoprot pwval).*® There is no reason to disbelieve him.

Scholarios did not just follow the already beaten track by translating more
Thomas Aquinas. He translated almost everything necessary for an arts
school of university level that followed via Thomae: Liber sex principiorum,
Peter of Spain’s Summule, but with Thomas’s treatise on fallacies inserted
instead of Peter’s; a commentary on the Ars Vetus, mainly taken from
Radulphus Brito, a famous Parisian master from the 1290s; Thomas onDe
anima and Physics, De ente et essentia.>!

Now, Scholarios did not have much success, and it might look as though
the fall of Constantinople put a definite end to Latin influence among Greeks.
But this is scarcely the right way to look upon things. For one thing, we have
the highly interesting milieux in Italy in the mid-late fifteenth century in
which learned Greek emigrés both taught Latins and themselves were taught
Latin philosophy. For another, a Latin presence continued in the Greek area
during the Ottoman period. Theophilos Korydaleus (1572-1646), who had

2 For the Kydones brothers, see Beck (1959: 733-8).

30 Petit er al. 1928-36: vii/4. Cf. Ebbesen and Pinborg (1982).

31 Edns.: Petit et al. (1928-36: vi-viii). For the translations of Brito, and the relation to Italian
school tradition, see Ebbesen and Pinborg (1982).



28 Sten Ebbesen

been trained in Rome and Padua, blessed his people with a number of works
in Greek, and they were actually used, as a considerable number of seven-
teenth- and eighteenth-century manuscripts prove. With Korydallean Aris-
totelianism the Greek world had been brought closer to the West in two ways:
not only did Korydaleus’ works contain ideas that hadfirst matured in Latin,
but Greeks also came to participate in the ‘back-to-Aristotle’ movement that
swept the Latin schools after men had seen the disastrous results of sixteenth-
century attempts to get rid of The Philosopher.

Conclusions

Though Greek philosophy has influenced Latin philosophy and vice versa,
the general tendency has been for theflow of influence to be one-directional at
any given time. Milieux in which a Greek and a Latin scholar would naturally
meet have been few. Some such milieux may have existed in ancient Rome,
but since there was no indigenous Roman philosophy this hardly modfied
Greek philosophy. Late ancient Constantinople certainly dfered an oppor-
tunity for exchange, but again the Latins had little to give. When the Latins
finally had something to offer, it took some time before Greeks noticed the
fact, but in the second half of the thirteenth century a tiny stream of Latin
thought began to flow into the Greek environment. More research is needed
to determine the importance of this tiny stream in the thirteenth-fifteenth
centuries, as well as later. Only in fifteenth-century Italy do we find a note-
worthy number of intellectuals of the two linguistic groups actually talking to
each other, reading each other’s books (whether classics or freshly com-
posed), and each being influenced by the other side’s traditions and views.
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Basil of Caesarea on the
Semantics of Proper Names

PAauL KALLIGAS

Philosophical literature in both late antiquity and early Byzantine times
usually relies heavily on the tradition of which it forms part. This has
sometimes been taken as a mark of lack in originality or even in proper
philosophical insight, but it also has created the impression that the contri-
bution made by some of the eminentfigures of the period is either dauntingly
obscure or hopelessly scholastic. However, not infrequently, the disparaging
assessment of these philosophers is due to a misunderstanding of both their
particular theoretical aims, and their perception concerning their own role as
adherents of a given philosophical tradition. The fact that our knowledge of
the developments in the history of philosophy during the vast period between
Aristotle and Plotinus is based on evidence which is at best second-rate and
at worst distressingly fragmentary deprives us of any real hope of realizing
fully the complexities of the theoretical environment within which such
thinkers found themselves embedded. Sometimes we get a glimpse of a
seemingly arid landscape, ransacked by the intense crosdire of disputation
between the various schools during the Hellenistic period, but we are rarely
capable of discerning accurately the positions entrenched in it andfiguring
out the communication and supply lines which used to hold them together
into often intricate and meticulously articulated theoretical systems. It is
only after we have carefully examined the lacunose evidence concerning
this long tradition that we can begin to understand and to evaluate properly
the attempt of a thinker to contribute something new on an issue which
had already been treated extensively by his predecessors—though, obviously,
not to his own full satisfaction—while avoiding scores of well-trodden
pitfalls. And it is only then that one can appreciate the originality or even
the ingenuity of such a contribution, which often amounts to a development
or fine adjustment within the confines of an already established broader
theoretical network. Furthermore, in some instances, we can thus form a
more concrete idea as to the subtlety and the complexity of the issues
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involved, and even to reconstruct a philosophically stimulating frame of
discussion.

I believe that such a case is presented in Basil of Caesarea’s treatment of the
semantic function of proper names, which emerges as a side issue during a
theological controversy, but appears to possess considerable philosophical
interest when viewed within the context of related theories expounded until
his time.

In modern theories of meaning proper names tend to take on a leading role.
This is so because they are generally viewed as the semantically simplest and
most transparent of terms, being the singular designatorspar excellence, which
is to say, the expressions best-adapted for referring to unique objects, to
individuals. By means of proper names we can indicate an object while uttering
aname which applies to it and to it alone: what simpler semantic relation could
we ever imagine? Given, further, that in recent times particular sense objects
have come to be accorded both ontological and epistemological priority,
proper names would appear to be, of all linguistic elements, the ones most
directly and rigidly correlated to the extra-linguistic reality to which they refer.

Considerations such as these led in the nineteenth century to the formula-
tion of the view that proper names, unlike general terms, possess denotation
only, but no connotation. Thus, for example, while the general term ‘man’
denotes Socrates, Alcibiades, and an inddinite number of other men, it also
connotes those properties which are common to all these men and which
differentiate them from other entities. On the other hand, the term ‘Socrates’
denotes only the particular man who is the bearer of this name, without
connoting or ascribing to him any further property whatsoever. In other
words, proper names refer to determinate individual entities as such, and
not as bearers of any properties.

Though seductive in its simplicity, this ‘classical’ theory came up almost
immediately against some severe difficulties, mainly with regard to the con-
tent of proper names which denote imaginary (i.e. non-existent) entities, such
as ‘Pegasus’ or ‘Chimaera’? or in explaining the information content of

! While this theory was articulated with greater precision by Mill (1872: L. ii. 5), it originates
in medieval scholastic philosophy. See e.g. thefirst of the semantic levels of words distinguished
by Henry of Ghent in his Summa quaestionum ordinarium (Paris, 1520), apud Knudsen (1982:
482-3). Mill does not of course deny that sometimes there may exist a specfic reason why a
proper name was given to some person or thing. He notes, however, that ‘the name, once given, is
independent of the reason’. Dartmouth will continue to be so named, even if the River Dart
changes course and the city is no longer situated at its mouth. Cf. Kripke (1980: 26).

2 During the discussion after the presentation of my paper at Thessaloniki, Prof. S. Ebbesen
maintained that ‘Chimaera’ should not be considered as a proper name at all since, in his view, it
stands for a whole kind of mythological beings, and he kindly referred me to his publication “The
Chimera’s Diary’, in S. Knuuttila and J. Hintikka (eds.), The Logic of Being (Dordrecht, 1986),
115-43. But I think that one might discern a signficant lacuna between entries 1 and 2 of this
‘Diary’: verses 319-27 of Hesiod’s Theogony make it quite clear that he, at least, considered the
Chimaera as an identifiable particular monster, the offspring of Typhon and Hydra (or, perhaps,
Echidna), begetter of the Boeotian Sphinx and the Nemean lion, andfinally slain by Bellerophon
and Pegasus.



Basil of Caesarea on Proper Names 33

statements of individual identity, such as ‘Aldebaran is a-Tauri’ or ‘Clark
Kent is Superman’. Accordingly, Frege advanced the alternative theory that
while proper names are indeed singular designators, they possess not only
reference (Bedeutung) but also meaning (Sinn), and are thus stand-ins for, or
abbreviations of, descriptive expressions® Nor was this view, however,
spared its share of critical objections. How could we maintain the role of
proper names as rigid designators—in other words, how could we justify our
conviction that we continue to refer through them always to the selfsame
objects, in spite of any transformations these objects may have undergone in
respect of their descriptive elements? And how can we explain our incapacity
to provide any usable definitions for them?

It is not my intention to review here the various solutions which have been
proposed in recent times to these problems. I do however believe that these
two theoretical poles, the ‘designative’ and the ‘descriptive’, provide us with a
useful frame of reference for understanding the corresponding positions
adopted by those who dealt with this issue in antiquity.

The fact is that ancient philosophers do not appear to have accorded
similar importance to the issue of the semantics or even the logical behaviour
of proper names.* Aristotle in chapter 7 of the De interpretatione (17°38-°3)
attempts a distinction between ‘universal’ (kafbAov) and ‘singular’ (ka8
éxacoTov) terms on the basis of the criterion of whether these are ‘naturally
predicable’ (mépuke katnyopeiahar) ‘of a number of things’ (€t mAedbvwv)
or not. Although the terminology he employs is too general to allow us
directly to determine whether within the second category he would wish to
include other singular designators such as ddinite descriptions, the example
he cites (‘Callias’) reveals that what he principally has in mind are proper
names. The crucial element he introduces here is the discrimination of such
terms from those general terms whose reference is delimited by the use of
quantifiers so that they may function as ‘partial’ (ueptrcal )° terms in specific
sentences. As Aristotle’s commentator Ammonius has put it, ‘partial
(sc. sentences) differ from singular ones in that whereas singular sentences
effect their assertion about one definite individual such as Socrates, partial
ones, even if they assert something with regard to some one thing, do not
signify anything definite, but may be true of any chance individual, as when
we say “some man is just”’ S The distinguishing feature of proper names is

3 See Frege, ‘On Sense and Meaning’, in Geach and Black (1980: 60-3); cf. Russell (1956:
200-1); McDowell (1977: 172-4).

4 See Barnes (1996: 181-2).

> De interpretatione 17°7: ka8olov uév, ) kaBdlov 8¢. On this see Ammonius, In De int.
(CAG 4/5) 89. 8-17, 90. 7-20 Busse. Theophrastus appears to have introduced the termuepir
GmpoadibpiaTos to characterize sentences of the form 7is dvfpwmos {@bév éoTw (cf. fr. 82B-E
FHS&G).

¢ In De int. 90. 12 16 B.: BLa(pepovo‘L 86 Ty Kab’ eKa(rTa aL frepurat (SC 7TpOT(1LT€L5‘) T Tag
‘uev Kaf’ emwra em Twos €vds wpmp,evov mowetafat ™Y arrogoavaw owv wapm-ovg, Tds
86 u.epmas, €l Kac mPOS €V TL B)\eﬂ'ova(u aﬂ'ogoawowro ,unBeV wpm,uevov on awew A
éml Twos Tod TuxbvTos Svvachar dAnledew, ws dTav élmopey ‘Tis Avpwmos Sikaids éoTw.
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therefore, according to this view, that their denotation is from the start
determinate and individuated; in other words, that they designate a ddinite,
unique object.

This observation allows us here to juxtapose a passage from the Prior
Analytics (1. 27, 43225~ 35) in which Aristotle, embarking on a subdivision
of ‘all the things that are’ (amavTwy 7@V 6vTwv), distinguishes a class of
entities such as Cleon and Callias and the smgular and perceptible’ Q)Lov
KXMwv kat Kallas kal 70 kal €kaotov kol alodnToév) which ‘are such
that they cannot in truth be predicated universally of anything else. .. as
others can of them’ (€07t TowadTa WoTE KATA WUNSEVOS AoV
kaTnyopeiohal aAnbos kabdlov ... katd §€ ToUTwY dAa); in other words,
they can function as subjects of sentences but not as predicates. This appears
to imply that expressions which designate such entities lack descriptive
content, because otherwise there would be no reason to deny them the role
of predicate, that is, of the term which ‘describes’ something by ascribing a
property to it. It seems therefore that if we had to place Aristotle somewhere
along the spectrum of competing theories on the semantics of proper names
which we posited at the start, it would have to be near thefirst, the ‘classical’
theory, according to which proper names lack connotative, that is, descrip-
tive, content and are pure designators, indeed ones with an entirely determin-
ate and unique denotation.

However, the first to recognize proper names as a particular category of
expressions with a discrete semantic behaviour were the Stoics. Already
Chrysippus (SVF ii. 147) had, it appears, distinguished the ‘name’ @voua)
from the ‘appellative’ (mpoanyopia) as separate parts of language, but the
fullest pertinent testimony concerns Diogenes of Babylon, a thinker known
for his involvement with questions of grammatical theory’ ‘an appellative
is...a part of language which signifies a common quality, e.g. “man”,
“horse”; a name is a part of language which indicates a peculiar quality,
e.g. “Diogenes”, “Socrates™ .

In order for us to grasp the import of these definitions, we must begin by
recalling that, for the Stoics, to subsume an object under thefirst of their
categories, ‘substance’ (ovoia), implied no more about it than that it consti-
tutes a real, material entity:® accordingly it is to this category that all material
bodies belong (see SVF 1. 396). It was to the second category, ‘quality’
(motd677s), that corresponded those properties which determine the nature
and the general or the particular attributes of each object. However, these
qualities were not all regarded as occupying the same ontological level. The
‘common qualities’ (kowal mold6TnTeEs) are merely abstract entities, ‘concep-
tions’ (évvonuara) or even ‘presentations’ (pavrdouara, SVF ii. 378 and

7 EO”TL 3¢ 7TpOO’7]’)/OpL(1 Mev . uépos /\o'you mw,awov KOLV’Y]V 7TOLO’T7’]’T(1 olov av@pamog
{'mmos. bvoua 8¢ éoTL uépos \oyov Snrodv (dlav molbTnTa, olov dwoyévys, Swkpbrys, apud
Diocl. Magn. apud Diog. Laert. 7.58. Cf. Brunschwig (1994: 44-5).

8 See Sedley (1982: 260).
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165),” which may possess ‘subsistence’ @wéoracw) but no real ‘existence’
(Jmapéw), a state reserved for determinate material objects. The fundamen-
tal elements of Stoic ontology, the ones which secure the particular character
and the individuation of these objects, are the ‘peculiar qualities’ ¢Stot
moto7mTes). These have material subsistence and coexist with substance, or
‘prime matter’ (mpcyTyv SAqv, SVFi. 87), being totally mixed together with it
(SVF i. 92).!° They consist of ‘breaths’ (mvedpata) and ‘air-like tensions’
(depdets Tévous) which pervade matter and invest it with various charac-
teristic properties (SVF ii. 449). The products of this mixture are the bodies,
objects which have now become ‘qualified entities’ (7otd) and have in this
manner been individuated.

The constitutive character of these peculiar qualities is better revealed
through one of the famous paradoxes of Chrysippus. According to this!! if
we assume that we have a person, Theon, whoseunigue property is that he has
only one foot, then he must ‘perish’ (€pfaprar) from the moment that some
other person, Dion, loses one of his feet andfinds himself, also, with just one.
The explanation of the paradox is that from the moment that Theon’s
peculiar quality ceases to characterize only asingle person, it ceases to exist
as such and becomes a common quality, which may well subsist, but, as we
saw, lacks existence.!” Thus Theon perishes, in the sense that he ceases to
exist as a distinct entity with particular individual attributes!?

This example helps us to grasp some of the basic features of peculiar
qualities:

1. They constitute particularities, by which the specfic individual which
alone possesses them is distinguished from all others!* As a result, they are of
necessity entirely singular and unique entities, each one of which may only
‘conceptually’ (ka7 émivorar) be analysed as a synthesis of various common
qualities.

2. Furthermore, they designate their object descriptively, that is, by
ascribing to it properties,’> that is, attributes which are identical neither

® See Reesor (1954: 52-3).

19 On these distinctions see Rist (1971: 43-4). Cf. Plut., De comm. not. 1083 c-p.

"' SVFii. 397, tr. Long and Sedley: ‘For the sake of argument, let one individual be thought of
as whole-limbed, the other as minus one foot. Let the whole-limbed one be called Dion, the
defective one Theon. Then let one of Dion’s feet be amputated.” The question arises which one of
them has perished, and the claim is that Theon is the stronger candidate: ‘for Dion, the one whose
foot has been cut off, has collapsed into the defective substance of Theon. And two peculiarly
qualified individuals cannot occupy the same substrate. Therefore it is necessary that Dion
remains, while Theon has perished.’

12 Cf. SVFi. 65.

13 Cf. Mnesarchus apud Arium Didymum, Epitome fr. 27 (Dox. Graec. 463. 5, 13). Long and
Sedley 1987: 1. 1756 offer a different interpretation of the paradox.

14 See Sedley 1982: 264-7. Wefind an echo of this view in a testimony by Plutarch concerning
Posidonius (fr. 264 E-K), according to which this Stoic philosopher refused to recognize as
proper names Roman cognomina such as Cato or Cicero, because these were ‘adjectival appella-
tives’ (mpoomyopurd é¢ émbéTov).

!5 Brunschwig 1994: 41-3 and 56 has advanced the view that the Stoics maintained a distinc-
tion between the expressions (@) ‘Twxpd7ns’ (without the article) and () ‘6 Zwrparys’ (with
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with its matter nor with its existence—which for the Stoics were one and the
same thing, namely, what they called ‘substance’ o oia).

3. Also, as a passage of Simplicius (SVF ii. 390) emphatically notes,
peculiar qualities had to be distinguished by the ‘stability’ €upovyv) they
had, that is, to correspond to more or less permanent traits, difering thereby
from those which fell under the third of the Stoic categories, the ‘dispositions’
(to Tws éyovra).

4. By the same token, we could say, roughly, that to these qualities must
have corresponded one-place predicates, so that they could be diferentiated
thereby from those of the fourth category, the ‘relative dispositions’ fra 7pos
i Tws éxovra).'®

The Stoic position according to which proper names denominate qualities
of this nature'’ could be considered to be more akin to the Fregean viewpoint
presented earlier. Indeed, from the Stoic perspective, not only do proper
names have a descriptive content, but they correspond to ddinite descriptions
in the most radical sense of the term: peculiar qualities represent the totality
of those attributes which, being stable and complete in themselves, determine
the identity of the pertinent object or person, and at the same time difer-
entiate it from all others, constituting and deining, we might say, its individu-
ality or its personality.'®

So great were the exigencies placed by the Stoics on the semantic content of
proper names that it was natural they should have come up against powerful
critical arguments, mainly from the side of their perennial opponents, the
Academics. We saw to what acrobatic expedients Chrysippus was obliged to
resort against such attacks, when it came to explaining what happens in the

the article), the first referring, according to them, to that quality which ddines an infima species
with one unique member, and the second designating this same member. In my opinion, this
distinction corresponds, roughly, to the one between denotation (understood as a semantic
property of a term) and reference (understood as the function this term performs as a component
of a sentence structure). Hence the element of anaphoricity which, as Brunschwig 1994: 51 notes,
informs the semantic function of type (b) expressions, arises only within determinate contexts,
while type (a) expressions possess semantic content (‘meaning’) in and of themselves, which
corresponds to a definite peculiar quality.

16 See Sedley 1982: 262-3.

17 Cf. Alex. Aphrod., In An. pr. (CAG ii. 1) 179. 11 Wallies, and Simpl., In Cat. (CAG viii) 35.
34 Kalbfleisch. A noteworthy application of this theory in thefield of theology is to be found in
Origen, De oratione 24. 2: after providing the definition ‘a name is a principal appellation,
representative of the peculiar quality of the named’ @voua éoi kepalaiwdns mpoonyopia
THs (8las motbTyTOS TOV dvopalonévov TapacTaTicn), he explains that the peculiar quality
indicated must be entirely individuated in respect of the spiritual, intellectual and corporal
attributes of the named, while any change in it should normally ¢y:@s) bring about a corres-
ponding change in name, as happened in the cases of Simon/Peter and Saul/Paul. Accordingly,
the only consistent bearer of a proper name is God, ‘who is always the same, being unwavering
and unchanging’ (8o7is adTos éoTw aTpemTos kai avalolwTos del Tvyxavwr)! A further
theological precedent can be found in the Derveni Papyrus, xxii. 7-15; see Funghi 1997: 33.

'8 See Lloyd 1971: 66. However the notion of peculiar quality did not extend as well to variable
or wholly chance properties, such as the space-time co-ordinates of a body. On this point, a
different view is ascribed to Posidonius by Kessisoglou 1997: 103-6.
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case of Dion’s amputation. We can imagine that he must have confronted
similar difficulties in the case of statements of the form ‘Dion is dead’ or
‘Socrates is snub-nosed’, since, based on their theory, thefirst would appear
contradictory'® and the second tautological.

It would be interesting to know what the Academics themselves had to
counter-propose on the same subject. Regrettably, our evidence about them
is even more lacunary than in the case of the Stoics. The only relevant clue 1
have in mind comes from Sextus Empiricus (M. 7. 176-9, tr. Bury adjusted)
and concerns the views of Carneades on the second criterion of knowledge of
sense objects:

But since no presentation is ever simple in form but, like links in a chain, one hangs
from another, we have to add, as a second criterion, the presentation which is at once
both probable and ‘irreversible’. For example, he who receives the presentation of a
man necessarily receives the presentation both of his own qualities and of the external
conditions—of his own qualities, such as colour, size, shape, motion, speech, dress,
foot-gear; and of the external conditions, such as air, light, day, heaven, earth, friends
and all the rest. So whenever none of these presentations disturbs our faith by
appearing false, but all with one accord appear true, our belief is the greater. For we
believe that this man is Socrates from the fact that he possesses all his customary
characteristics (o elwfbTa)—colour, size, shape, converse, coat, and his position in a
place where there is no one exactly like him. And just as some doctors do not deduce
that it is a true case of fever from one symptom only—such as too quick a pulse or a
very high temperature—but from a concurrence (cuvdpou7), such as that of a high
temperature with a rapid pulse and soreness to the touch andflushing and thirst and
analogous symptoms; so also the Academic forms his judgement of truth by the
concurrence of presentations, and when none of the presentations in the concurrence
provokes in him a suspicion of its falsity he asserts that the impression is true®

19" As noted apparently by e.g. Alex. Aphrod.,/n Anal. pr. 179. 11 Wallies, when he states that
‘if “Dion” is the name of the peculiar quality, then the carrier of the peculiar quality is living, and
therefore one who spoke of Dion would speak of a living thing, if we must be precise in talking
about names’. Brunschwig 1994: 52-3 has pointed out an extremely elegant solution the Stoics
could appeal to in the face of this dificulty, on the basis of the distinction referred to in n. 15
above. However he, too, admits that, in case Dion has died, the statement Teé)vnKev 6 diwv
would be for them ‘in principle as 1mp0551ble as the stdtement Te&mykev ovTog” B

20 ’ErreL 8¢ ovdémoTe pavracia /.,LOVOGLS?]S vchoTaTaL ax a/\uaewg TPO7TOV N é
ars 7]pT‘l’]T(1L SedTepov ﬂpooyevnawac pr'n v 7 m@avn a,ua Kou (l7TEpLO'7TaO'TOS
(paVTaaLa OLOV avt‘)pwﬂ'ov arrcuV(paVTaaLaV ef avaykms Kal T&OV 7T€pL avTov )\a,u,/i’avec
(paVTaaLaV Kal TV €KTOS, TV [J,&V 7T€pL O.UTOV ws xpoas ,LLeys@ovs‘ axn/xaros KLV7]O'€CU§
AaAas eo‘OnTog vﬂ'oéeo‘ews‘, TV 5 é eKTog ws aepos‘ QWTOS nuepas‘ ovpowov 'yns (pL/\wv TV
aNwv amdvTwy. dTav ovv mequa TovaV TWY PAVTAOLDY 7T€pL€/\K7] nuas TQ (paweaﬂac
z/;evSns, aMa maca Uv,u,(pwvws goawwvrac aAn@eLs, ,ua)\)\ov 7TLO'T€UO[J,€V oTL yap adTos
éoTt SwiphTms, moTevouey €k Tob mhvTa avTQ Tposewal T elwbbTa, xpuo uéyefos
oxpa S TplBwva, TO évfdse elvar dmov ovlels éoTw adTd dmapdakTos. Kal Hv
TpoTOV TWwes TOV laTpdv TOV KaT AMjfeiav mupéocovra ovk € €vds lauBdvovat
oupuTTOUaToS, KabATEP OPUYMOD 0podpdTnTOoS 1) Sdahtlods fepuacias, AN ék
cuvdpouijs, olov fepuacios dua kal opuyuod kal éXkddous agpis kal épuduaros kal
Slpovs kal TV avdloyov, oUTw Kal 6 Axadnuaixds Ti) CUVSPOUT) TOV PAVTACLDY TOLEITAL
Ty kplow TRHs dAnbelas, undepias Te TV év TH CUVSPOUT) PAVTAGLEOY TEPLOTWOTS AVTOV
ws Pevdobs, Aéyel aAnbeés elvar TO mposmiTTOV.
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According to the argument here set out, the correct usage of a proper name
such as ‘Socrates’ in order to refer to an object presupposes the association
and common assessment of a multitude of sense perceptions—in Sextus’
terms, a ‘concurrence of presentations’ (cuvdpoun pavraciawv)’'—with a
view to establishing their reliability and agreement. The identfication of a
person by means of a name will thus be accomplished not through the
determination of the presence of some specffic, uniquely qualifying property,
but instead through the conjoined ascertainment of a variety of particular
distinguishing features, including some which may be entirely circumstantial
and without any direct relation to the individual’s personality, such as, for
example, clothing or momentary surroundings?*

A specific interest in proper names as discrete grammatical entities with a
distinctive semantic behaviour was shown, as is natural, by the Alexandrian
Grammarians, and especially by those who held that the explanation of
grammatical phenomena required an understanding of the internal semantic
rules which underlie them. Thus, for example, in the Ars grammatica of
Dionysius Thrax we observe an attempt to reform the distinction which, as
we saw, was posed by the Stoics between ‘proper names’ Gvéupara) and
‘appellatives’ (mpoonyopiar), and to adapt it to the Aristotelian system of
categories. First of all, names are held to constitute a single part of speech?’
with two subdivisions. We find, accordingly, the following definition (Ars
Gr. 12. 24. 3-6 Uhlig): ‘A name is an inflected part of speech, signifying a
body or thing...being said both in common (kowds) and individually
({8{ws)—in common, e.g. “man”, “horse”; individually, e.g. “Socrates”.?*
Later on (4Ars Gr. 12. 33. 6-34. 2 U.) the followmg clarification is provided
with regard to names: ‘A proper (sc. name) is therefore one which signifies
the peculiar substance, e.g. “Homer”, “Socrates”. An appellative, on the
other hand, is one which signifies the common substance, e.g. “man”,
“horse”.”>

2! This conception may well derive from Plato’s Theaetetus (157 B8-c1), where the perception
of sense-objects is depicted as an ‘aggregate’ (0potopa) of partial perceptual apprehensions. Cf.
Albinus, Didask. 4. 156. 3-14 Whittaker, where the epistemological twist given to the theory does
not, I believe, run counter to the intentions of the Theaetetus, pace Schrenk 1991: 498.

22 This view bears some resemblance with the theory of names as representing clusters of
descriptions (cf. Kripke 1980: 30-2 and 60-1), but its distinctive epistemological purport safe-
guards it against some of the shortcomings of the semantic version, such as the problem of
analyticity extensively discussed by Kripke.

23 j.e. one of the eight recognized by Dionysius (name, verb, participle, article, pronoun,
preposition, adverb, connective: Ars Gr. 11. 23. 1-2 Uhlig), by contrast with thefive of Diogenes
of Babylon (name, appellative, verb, connective, article:SVFiii Diog. fr. 21). Dionysius indicates
that he is being consciously innovative on this point by noting: ‘the appellative as a form has been
subordinated to that of the name’ (4rs Gr. 11. 23. 2-3 U.). See also the Byzantinescholion ad loc.
(Schol. in Dion. Thr. (Gramm. Gr. 1. 3) 214. 17-19 Hilgard).

2 "Ovoud éoTi }LépOS )\é’yov TTWTIKOY, chpa 7} wp&y,u,qo'”r]u.aivow .. KOW®s T€ Kal dlws
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We observe, therefore, a further significant divergence from the corres-
ponding Stoic theory: names are by now considered to designatesubstances
(ovolas); in other words, they are already on their way to becoming ‘sub-
stantives’ (ovotacTikd). Instead of a reference to ‘peculiar’ and ‘common
qualities’, we are now dealing with ‘peculiar’ and ‘common substances’. The
hybrid formulation seeks to adapt the Stoic division to the Aristotelian
distinction between primary or ‘peculiar’ and secondary or ‘common’ sub-
stance. However, this unshackling of proper names from descriptive elements
and coupling of them solely to determinate existent objects® unavoidably
ranges the above theory once again among the ‘designative’ ones, and ex-
poses it thereby to the familiar difficulties: how can one justify, for example,
the use of proper names to denote mythical or, more generally, nonexistent
objects, such as Pegasus, the Chimaera, the Nothung, or Utopia, which
(presumably) do not correspond to Aristotelian primary substances? And
perhaps we should recall here Wittgenstein’s argument concerning the iden-
tification of a word’s meaning with the object to which it refers:

It is important to note that the word ‘meaning’ is being used illicitly if it is used to
signify the thing that ‘corresponds’ to the word. That is to confound the meaning of
the name with the bearer of the name. When Mr. N. N. dies one says that the bearer
of the name dies, not that the meaning dies. And it would be nonsensical to say that,

for if the name ceased to have meaning it would make no sense to say ‘Mr. N. N. is
dead.”’

So we find ourselves once more, having travelled along an entirely diferent
road, face to face with the problem of interpreting the statement ‘Dion is
dead’, which appears to resist equally both the descriptive and the designative
theories of proper names; for the referring expression ‘Dion’ seems to desig-
nate something which differs as much from any definite description corres-
ponding to the substantive attributes of the particular person (among which
must unavoidably be included the property ‘man’, which implies ‘living
being’), as from the object itself to which it refers, since it would not then
‘say’ anything about it which would permit the name to be used even if its
object were to prove non-existent*®

26 A point especially stressed by the scholiastad loc.: ‘and it (sc. the proper name) is called the
dominant (kUptov) form, because it dominates one existence and substance and denotes this
alone, or because it rendered predominantly and assuredly distinct that substance and existence
which it alone denotes, e.g. “Homer”, “Socrates”’ (385. 25-8 H. Cf. 552. 7-10 H.). These
remarks bring us very close to the ‘classical’ theory I referred to at the start. It should also be
mentioned that, according to the prevailing view, for Aristotle also the truth of an assertion with
a proper name as subject implies the existence of the person or thing designated by the subject.
See Cat. 13°27-33 and Wedin 1978: 191-3.

27 Wittgenstein 1967: i. 40. See also Strawson 1952: 190.

28 Related to this, but not identical, was the problem formulated by Chrysippus concerning
the use of the indicative expression ‘he’ (0¥7os) in the case of some dead person (SVFii. 202a):
‘because Dion being dead, there perishes the assertion “he died”, the correspondent of the
ostension no longer being in existence; for ostension is directed to the living and concerns the
living’.
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We are in ignorance of what Dionysius might have replied to such objec-
tions. We can, however, be certain he would not have agreed with a radical
solution of the type proposed in the recent past by G. E. M. Anscombe?’
whereby the only proper names recognized as ‘genuine’ are ones which refer
to existent objects. Adopting such a view would involve making the gram-
matical status of a part of speech dependent on extra-linguistic or even
metaphysical parameters, something which we know Dionysius tried by every
means to avoid.*

All these problems I have signalled make manifest that the issue of the
semantics of proper names remained disputed during the Hellenistic period,
without there having emerged any satisfactory or, at least, unanimous and
consistent approach. Nor, in so far as I am aware, can we discover some
evidence that the years following saw any coherent theories or even new ideas
being formulated. The first significant rekindling of the issue appears to have
been the one we find in a passage from the Contra Eunomium composed by
Basil of Caesarea around AD 365, where we also meet with some, in my
opinion, noteworthy divergences from the various positions outlined so far.
Before moving on to present the relevant passage, I feel that I should add a
few words by way of background concerning the object of the controversy
between Basil and Eunomius, in the context of which the specfic viewpoint is
advanced.

Eunomius, who served for a short period as bishop of Cyzicus, was a
spokesman for the most extreme branch of Arianism, the so-called Anom-
oeans, who denied the existence even of any similarity between the substances
of the Father and the Son. As a disciple of Aectius, a personage whose
extraordinary erudition had impressed even Julian the Apostate’! Eunomius
acquired a considerable philosophical training, which he applied to the
construction of an impressive theological system resting on Neoplatonic
foundations.>* In the course of buttressing an argument to the dfect that
the term ‘unborn’ (ayévvnros) constitutes a name of God expressive and
revelatory of his substance, Eunomius has recourse to a theory concerning
the correspondence ‘in accordance with truth’ (a7 ajfetav) of specific
names to the nature of the objects they designate, as opposed to the associ-
ation ‘in accordance with human conception’ (xa7 émivotav awlpwmivyy)
of all other names to things, towards which these have no semantic or other
objective relation, so that no sooner are they pronounced than they vanish??
This theory has its roots, of course, in the ‘teaching of Euthyphro’ as pre-

2 In her Introduction to Wittgenstein’s Tractatus (London, 1959), ch. 2. See also Searle 1967:
489a.

%% See Robins 1951: 42-3.

31 See Julian, Epist. 46 Bidez-Cumont.

32 See Daniélou 1956: 428-9. This view put forward by Danidou has been challenged by Rist
1981: 185-8, without, however, especially convincing arguments.

33 See Eunomius, Apologeticus 8, and Martzelos 1984: 149.
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sented by Socrates in Plato’s Cratylus,>* and which was widely influential
among the Neopythagoreans and certain Neoplatonists®> However much it
served to support his views on the selective manifestation of divine providence
in the universe through specific ‘seminal words’ (oreppatikot Aoyor) which
were implanted in the souls of Adam and Eve, it also led Eunomius to the
blanket denial of the semantic function of all other common names, since for
him the ‘conception’ (émrivoia) they evoke adds up to no more than subjective
invention or simple phantasy>® For to the nature of things correspond only
those names which were established ‘connately’ ¢rpooguws) and ‘appropri-
ately’ (olkeiws) by God himself during their creation, and this nature may
become known to man only through some kind of apocalyptic revelation®’

It is against this extreme position that Basil introduces his own semantic
theory, which rests on an entirely different valuation of the notion of
‘conception’. This is no longer considered as mere illusion or ‘delusion’
(mapavowa), but rather as a mental function which may, under certain
preconditions, yield an accurate grasp of reality, that is, of the properties
from which perceptible objects appear to be constituted?® On the other hand,
Basil also disapproves of Eunomius’ theory concerning the names ‘in accord-
ance with truth’, asserting that knowledge of the ‘substance’ @dcla) of things
is innately impossible for human intelligence and thus indfectible through
names, which, being ‘posterior’ (loTepa) to the nature of things, are incap-
able of revealing it, but may only approximate it through its properties:’
With regard more particularly to proper names, Basil attempts to explain
their semantic function as follows:*’

3 On which see Boyance 1941: 141-75, where particular stress is laid on the relation of this
teaching to Pythagorean beliefs. Cf. Proclus, In Crat. 16. 5. 25-6. 19 Pasquali.

35 See Daniélou 1956: 424-8. Although this author considers the most likely indirect source to
have been the (presumed) commentary of Iamblichus on the Cratylus, it seems to me more
probable that this role was played by some work of Theodorus of Asine, about whom we have
specific testimony that he had composed a treatise entitled On Names (in which, of course, the
Cratylus was referred to), and that he advocated a theory according to whichomne nomen quod
proprie dicitur natura, convenit nominato et est imago rationalis rei(test. 8 and 9 Deuse). A similar
theory concerning names as ‘voiced statues’ @ydiuara pwvierta), with clear magico-religious
overtones, appears also to have been formulated earlier on by an obscure Platonist named
Democritus. See Damascius, In Phlb. 24 (Westerink). We find another interesting precedent in
the Valentinian Gospel of Truth(Nag Hammadi Codex 1. 3), 21. 25-23.22,27. 15-33, 38. 7-41. 14,
while the alchemist Zosimus of Panopolis, On the Letter 210. 1.99-101 Mertens, seems to believe
that a proper name (xUptov dvopa) divulges the innermost nature of man (6 éow dvfpwmos). As
for later Neoplatonism, see also Gersh 1978: 303-4; Dillon 1985: 209-12.

36 Cf. Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium, 2. 264. 25-265. 2 Jaeger.

37 See Martzelos 1984: 153-6.

3 See Basil, Contra Eun. 1. 6.

3% See Martzelos 1984: 160-3.
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Yet, to this argument, who in his right mind would add, that they whose names are
distinct, must necessarily differ also in their substances (kara Tas ovoias)? For the
appellations (mpoonyoplar) of Peter and Paul and all persons in general are distinct,
yet the substance of all is one. Hence we are identical to each other in most things; only
in terms of what are considered each one’s peculiarities (Stchpact) have we been
made different one from the other. It follows that the appellations signify not the
substances, but the properties which characterize yaparxTypi{ovew) each one. So
that when we hear ‘Peter’, we do not grasp @oovuev) his substance by means of his
name (I here call ‘substance’ the material subject o UAucdv Smoreluevov), which the
name does not in the least signify), but we register the concept ¢mv évworav
évTumovpeda) of what are considered his peculiarities. For directly from this sound
we grasp ‘the son of Jonah’, ‘the one from Bethsaida’, ‘the brother of Andrew’, ‘the
one who was invited from among thefishermen to apostolic service’, ‘the one who due
to the superiority of his faith received on himself the edfice of the Church’; of which
none is substance, understood as subsistence. So that the name, on the one hand,
demarcates (dpopilet) for us the character (yapakTip) of Peter, but, on the other
hand, it in no way represents (rapi{ornot) the substance itself. Again, hearing ‘Paul’,
we grasped a concurrence (cuvdpounv) of other peculiarities: ‘the one from Tarsus’,
‘the Jew’, ‘the Pharisee according to law’, ‘the student of Gamaliel’, ‘the zealous
persecutor of the Church of God’, ‘the one who was brought to consciousness by
the terrible vision’, ‘the apostle of the nations’. For all these are encompassed
(mepropileTar) by the single sound ‘Paul’.

With this paragraph, Basil intervenes in the controversy we have previously
described, aligning himself precisely with none of the viewpoints considered,
and bringing into the discussion certain new elements which, in my opinion,
present a particular interest.

First of all, with his explicitly formulated denial that proper name$' can
signify substances, he distinguishes his position not only from that of Eu-
nomius with respect to the privileged names ‘in accordance with truth’, but
also from that of the Peripatetics, according to which—at least in so far as we
found it articulated by Dionysius Thrax—names designate primary sub-

éva xapakTypilovow. 6Tav odv dkovowuev ITérpov, od Ty odolav adTod vooduer ék ToD
ovépaTos (ovoilav 8¢ Ayw viv 7O VAkov Umokeljievov, dmep oUdauds onpuaiver Totvoua),
AL TOV (StwpdTwy & mepl avTov fewpeiTal TNV évvorav évTumoUpeda. €VOUS yap €k Ths
go\cum:ys ‘T(}l;‘r;r]s voo’ﬁyev\fbv TOU ’{wv&, :rbv ’G’K s ~B”r]@cmdﬁd, T(‘)/v &86)\(/)\(‘)1} )AV\BpE/ONU,
TOV ATT0 QALEWY €lS TNV Siakoviay TS ATOCTON)S TpookinlévTa, TOv dia TS
mioTews vmepoxiy Ep cavtov T olkoSouny Ti)s "ExkMoias Seédpevor wv ovdéy éoTw
ovaola, 1) WS VTOGTAGLS VOOULEVY). WGTE TO OVOLO, TOV XOUPAKTTPO. (LEV MUY APOpLLeL TOV
ITérpov, adtyv 8¢ ovdauov maplocTnol Tmv odoiav. mélw dkovoavtes [avlov, éTépwv
L’BLw;ui‘er 0vv5p0;u‘7v e’vvoﬁaa;,tev' TOV Tapaéa, Tov ‘Efpaiov, Tov katd vbuov @apccraiov,
TOV ,J,aGT]TnV Fa,u,a/\m)\ TOV K(I’T(l C?]AOV SLLUKT’Y]V Td)v EKKM]GL&)V T00 Beod, TOV €k T?]s
poBepas omracias els T‘I}V émlyvwow eva;d?ewa TOV GmoeTONOV TWY €Y. TADTA YA
mavTa ék pias pwvis s ITavlos mepropileTad.

4! Ttis obvious that Basil does not here employ the termmpoonyopla with the meaning which,
as we saw, it held for the Stoics, but rather in order to refer to proper names (cf. above, n. 17 and
Lampe 1961: s.v. mpoonyopla, E), or, in other passages, to appellatives as well (see e.g. Contra
Eun. 2. 8). The choice of examples cited shows that Basil must have had the passage from Origen
in mind and that he consciously diverged from the theory therein contained.
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stances, that is, their meaning is identical to their denotation. The parenthet-
ical clarification of the meaning of the term ‘substance’ is intended to prevent
confusion with the preceding usage of the term, where this designated a
‘secondary’ substance, the one corresponding to the general term ‘man’ and
on the basis of which ‘we are identical to each other’. By ‘material subject’ is
not of course meant matter, which has never been considered by anyone to
be what a name might possibly designate, but rather the material object, the
‘peculiar substance’, which is denotated by it. Basil’s position is that the use of
a proper name does not evoke this object directly, but only through the
‘concept’ (évvoia) of some of its particular attributes*

Nevertheless, the examples Basil enumerates make it clear that these
‘peculiarities’ ((Stwpara) are not intended as either fundamental or consti-
tutive properties of the object in question, as we saw was the case with the
‘peculiar qualities’ of the Stoics. Phrases such as ‘the son of Jonah’, ‘the one
from Bethsaida’ (with regard to Peter) or ‘the zealous persecutor of
the Church of God’ (with regard to Paul) correspond neither to one-place
predicates®® nor to exclusive, self-sufficient or stable properties. While they
undoubtedly possess some descriptive content, they do not even attempt
to define, by listing them exhaustively, the basic constituting properties
of the object so as to determine its nature absolutely in its individuality, but
only to individuate it, distinguishing it, by means of a sequence ofcharacter-
izations, from its peers** A proper name evokes these characterizations
through a process which we will investigate below, succeeding thereby in
focusing the reference of the proposition in which it appears to just a single
object.

The first element I would like to take notice of here is one that Basil does
not state explicitly, but which can be inferred from the indicativeness of the
characterizations he enumerates. These lists are not, nor could they be,
complete and exhaustive. Descriptive characterizations of this type can
always be multiplied ad libitum; consequently, the corresponding lists can
be extended ad infinitum. The field from which these characterizations are
drawn must be, of course, a more or less uniform frame of reference, without

42 An analogous position is maintained by Basil in a passage of his Epistle 236 to Amphilo-
chius (5.6), where the topic under discussion is the distinction betweenodoia (in the sense of
‘second substance’) and (individual) vmwéoTacts. The latter is described as ‘peculiar’
(£8talovoa), and is said to be mentally grasped as a ‘concept’ €vwvoia), on the basis of ‘the
characters marked off for each one’ (1ovs apwpLouévovs mept €kactov xapartipas). Cf. also
[Athanasius], De termin. 1. 8 and De Sancta Trin. dial. 1. 16 (PG 28. 539-40 and 1141).

43 That Basil is fully aware of this fact is demonstrated by the distinction he draws later on
between names ‘pronounced absolutely and in themselves’ G@molevuévws kal kaf éavra
mpogpepdueva) and names ‘said in relation to others’ (rpos €Tepa eydueva) (Contra Eun. 2. 9).

4 They thereby bear some resemblance to the characteristics or marks that point out the
‘differentness’ (StagopdTys) of a particular object from its peers, according to the suggestion
advanced in Plato’s Theaetetus 209 1 ff. As Burnyeat 1990: 221-5, has noted, these form merely
a ‘set of recognitional cues’, having no claim to representing all or any of the essential features of
their bearer.
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any blatant internal contradictions, but which for all that may embrace
several blanks or obscurities. The latter feature permits its constant enrich-
ment with new characterizations, by which some aspects of the object may be
determined with greater completeness and precision. This process is not,
however, necessary for a term to function as a proper name; it is suficient
that there should exist a minimum of contextual descriptions, such that
together they may constitute what Basil terms a ‘character’ (aparxTip).
And this last need not, of course, comprise the sum of all characterizations
which could be ascribed to an object, but may include any of its subsets. In
other words, the set of all potential characters is equivalent, roughly? to the
power set of such characterizations.

A second element is that the characterizations are not presumed to corres-
pond obligatorily to real properties determining the object in question. It
suffices that they should have been ascribed to the object within the pertinent
frame of reference as components of some relevant narrative. Their relation
to it is determined by the broader context within which they appear and,
therefore, it may be established by purely linguistic (or perhaps we should say
literary) means. Hence they may be withdrawn at any time without damage,
generating neither contradiction nor nonsense, but only the need to readapt
the corresponding ‘character’.

One of the important advantages this theory dfers is that it ensures great
flexibility in the use of proper names. Various speakers, with diferent frames
of reference, have the possibility of connecting a given proper name to a
variety of characters. If these characters fall within a uniform and consistent
set of characterizations, then each speaker is in a position to formulate
propositions with significant informational content for the others, without
causing any misunderstandings*® On the other hand, of course, if these
characters are inconsistent with one another, we may infer that we are dealing
either with a disagreement or with homonymy:*’

There remains outstanding the question I raised earlier, that is, how proper
names are able to evoke the characterizations they represent, as well as the
further question of how the accumulation of these characterizations is as-
sured, that is, how they all come to be ascribed to a single object. If we are to

45 Because it does not, of course, include the null set. Putting it dfferently, we might say that
each character consists of the logical sum (understood as the inclusive disjunction) of these
characteristics. On this point compare the view advocated by Searle, apud Kripke 1980: 61
and 74.

46 If e.g. speaker S; makes use of the name ‘N’ in virtue of characterizations {A,B,C,D} and
speaker S; in virtue of {A,C,E,F}, it is obvious that S; can formulate the proposition ‘N is B’
without this being either tautological or contradictory for $.

47 Inconsistency of characters may be due either to subjective factors, in which case we have a
disagreement, or to objective factors (alterity) in which case we have a homonymy. For homo-
nymy with respect to proper names, see Schol. in Dion. Thr. 233. 3—6 and 389. 19 H. The demand
for consistency among characterizations corresponds, more or less, to the requirement that the
denotation of proper names be rigid, i.e. that the identity of denoted objects should not shift in
response to every change in context.
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answer these questions, we need to consider that the expressionspar excel-
lence which lend themselves to the association and accumulation of charac-
terizations are the pronouns. Pronouns are the best-adapted instrument
language offers us for enlarging a particular frame of reference by adding
new characterizations, analyses, and descriptions. Whether demonstrative or
personal, they serve to maintain the thread of a narrative unbroken, to assure
its coherence and possibilities for extension, by acting as reminders of the
unity of the subjects and objects it sets in motion. All this is achieved thanks
to the property of anaphoricity they possess, by means of which their refer-
ence is determined each time, on the basis of specfic rules,* from the context
within which they appear, in correlation to the characterizations previously
formulated.

We thus observe that, on the strength of the theory just presented, proper
names function as pronouns of a special type, as representatives of a group of
characterizations which constitute a frame of reference and the meaning of
which is determined on the basis of rules of anaphoricity® In other words we
have here a theory which interprets the use of proper names on purely
semantic criteria, without appealing to syntactic or ontological parameters,
as Aristotle® and the Stoics! did respectively. This fact enables it to deal
unproblematically even with cases where a proper name denotes something
non-existent. For in such cases the name will evoke, through anaphoricity, a
particular frame of reference, where the use of the name will have been
established on the strength of various characterizations, the content of which
is by no means binding to its subsequent use, functioning merely as a
semantic connective thread. Hence the fact, for example, that Paul, at some
particular moment, ceased being a persecutor of Christianity does not nullify
the coherence of his life narrative, nor does it dispel the unity of his personal-
ity, of which, on the contrary, it constitutes an element. This leads us to
remark that proper names, as characterizations not of a descriptive, but of a
pronomial type, stand out both for the rigidity of their denotation and for
their correlation to a particular frame of reference, within which they have
been endowed with meaning’” through what we could label a ‘baptism’. And
the fact that this semantic framework constitutes a narrative element

“8 These rules are primarily semantic, not syntactic, in character. This allows them to connect
terms belonging to sentences which are syntactically entirely autonomous. On the other hand,
it relates them to other factors, semantic, linguistic, or even social, which also determine
the appropriateness of the usage of proper names; see Strawson 1974: 42—6.

° In recent times, the consideration of proper names as pronouns of a special type has been
proposed by Sommers 1982: 227-50. See on this point my review inDeucalion, 10 (1984), 77-8 (in
Modern Greek).

30 See above the passage cited from Anal. pr. 1. 27.

5! For whom, as we saw, the items signified by proper names, the ‘peculiar qualities’, consti-
tuted a special ontological category.

52 As correctly noted by McDowell 1977: 170 and 177, this undoubtedly necessary correlation
is limited to the domain of beliefs (possibly sketchy or false ones) without presuming any
knowledge of any related truths.
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confirms Basil’s position with regard to the ‘conventional’ @éoer) and not
‘natural’ (p¥oer) character of naming.

It remains for us to ask ourselves what sources Basil may have drawn on
for his theory. As we have already noted, there do not appear to have
survived any indications of a similar theory on the semantics of proper names
having been formulated before Basil. The closest testimony, the passage we
cited from Sextus concerning Carneades, in spite of its equivalent termin-
ology, deals with our knowledge of sense objects and not with the linguistic
means we employ to refer to them. The fact, however, that Basil presents this
theory without any special argumentation and with a fairly allusive introduc-
tion of crucial and, more or less, uninterpreted terms (such as, for example,
‘peculiarities’ ({8tdpata), ‘character’ (yapaxTnp)), shows that, up to a
point, he must be drawing on some earlier source.

One indication which might, perhaps, be able to direct us towards his
sources is the expression ‘concurrence of peculiarities’ (Stwpdrwy
ourdpou), which designates the notion evoked by the name ‘Paul’. In a
passage from Porphyry’s Shorter Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories we
find the following explanation of the discrimination ‘in accordance with
number’ (ka7 dpibudv) of Socrates from Plato:> “for Socrates did not differ
from Plato in virtue of specific differentiae; but it was in virtue of a particular
concurrence of qualities that Plato differed from Socrates’. We see here again
that it is a ‘concurrence of qualities’ (cuv§pour moroTHTwv) which consti-
tutes the particularity that individuates each person, distinguishing it from its
peers.>* However, it is clear that the differentiation Porphyry talks about no
longer has an epistemological character, but an ontological one> The ‘qual-
ities” (wot6TyTes) constituting the particular personality of each human
being must be descriptive ones and, to this extent, deprived of the extraordin-
ary flexibility possessed by the characterizations in Basil’s purely semantic
theory.

33 Porph., In Cat. (CAG iv. 1) 129. 9-10 Busse: elSomoiois wev yap Stagopais ov Steviivoyev
Zwkparnys IAaTwvos, (816TYTL 8¢ cuvdpoud)s motoTHTwy, kaf v [eldomoud] (seclusi: <ovx>
eldomowd Bogardus, Strange) Stevivoyev II\aTwv ZwrpdTovs.

3 Proclus, apud Olympiodorum, In Alcib. 204. 8-11 Creuzer, ascribed this position to the
Peripatetics although, as Strange remarks ad loc. cit. (1992: 140 n. 431) this may be found in
another work of Porphyry’s, the famous Isagoge (CAG iv. 1), 7. 21-4 Busse: ‘such things are
called individuals because each of them consists of properties the aggregate of which can never be
the same for anything else; for the properties of Socrates could never be the same for any other
particular man. .. (dToua ovv AéyeTar Td TowadTa, 871 €€ SoTTWY cUVéoTNKEY EKATTOV,
wv afpotopa ok av ém AAov Twos TOY KaTh Uépos yévowTo av al avTal . .. ). Here we have
a clearer reference to the passage from Plato’s Theaetetus which we mentioned in note 21 above.
But also in the Cratylus, 432 B4—c6, Plato appears to imply that the difference between the names
of two persons depends on the peculiarities which render them distinct: Cratylus and his perfect
simulacrum should accordingly share the same name. Cf. also Dexippus,/n Cat. (CAG iv. 2), 30.
20-7 Busse.

5 In Kalligas 1997: 4046, I have argued that we already meet with a kindred ontological
theory, as regards the nature of sensible objects, in Plotinus.
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For lack of other evidence, we are led to the conclusion that Basil, in his
attempt to rebut Eunomius’ naturalist theory of names, extended the onto-
logical theory we find in Porphyry, but which has its roots in the sceptical
Academy, towards an extreme nominalist position as concerns the semantics
of proper names—a position which stood as the most complete and the most
seductive such contribution to philosophical thought, at least until the time of
William of Ockham.®
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The Justinianic Dialogue On
Political Science and 1ts
Neoplatonic Sources

DowMmiNnIic O°’MEARA

This chapter concerns the fragments of an anonymous dialogue in Greek ‘On
political science’ discovered by Angelo Mai in a Vatican palimpsest (Vat. gr.
1298) and first published by him in 1827. A more complete edition of the
fragments was published in 1982 by Carlo Mazzucchi, together with an
Italian translation.! Mai identified the author of the dialogue as Peter the
Patrician, a high official in the court of Justinian. Although this particular
identification is fairly speculative, there is at least agreement that the an-
onymous dialogue dates to the Justinianic period, given its references, as if to
a recent past, to the Persian King Peroz (459-484) and to the Frankish King
Clovis (481-511). Mazzucchi thinks that the dialogue was written in the
earlier part of the Justinianic reign, before 535, deriving from the higher
circles of Justinian’s administration whereas Averil Cameron prefers to
place it towards the end of the reign (565) and considers it as voicing the
interests of a senatorial elite> The later dating seems more plausible, since, as
will be seen below, the two speakers in the dialogue appear to represent high
officials active in Justinian’s administration in 528-9 and it seems unlikely
that the dialogue, in portraying them, would have been written close to the
time of their activity.

Already in 1900, Karl Praechter showed that the fragments of the anonym-
ous dialogue present many affinities with Neoplatonic philosophy as well as
with the work of an author who is almost contemporary, or perhaps some-
what earlier, the Pseudo-Dionysius. Praechter concluded, despite these dfi-
nities, that the author of the dialogue ‘On political science’ was not a

Y Menae patricii cum Thoma referendario De scientia politica dialogus ed. C. Mazzucchi
(Milan, 1982).

? Tbid., p. xiii.

3 Cameron (1985: 250-1).
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Neoplatonist philosopher and seems to have been a Christian? In this
chapter I would like to pursue Praechter’s investigation further and dfer
some remarks concerning the conclusions he reached. Praechter demon-
strated the Neoplatonic affinities of the anonymous dialogue by means of a
long series of comparisons of specific concepts and terms. He did not,
however, examine as a whole the political philosophy that is presented in
the dialogue, as this might relate to something comparable in Neoplatonism.
This has to do no doubt with the received opinion that, given its otherworldly
interests, Neoplatonism has little to say in the area of political philosophy?
However, it can be shown that an otherworldly orientation does not exclude
an interest in political questions, a good example being provided by the
anonymous dialogue itself. And it is possible to bring together elements of
a Neoplatonic political philosophy® Using such elements, I therefore pro-
pose to review in this chapter the political theory of the anonymous dialogue
so as to determine the extent to which this theory can be related to a
Neoplatonic background. I will try to show in particular that the anonymous
dialogue offers interesting solutions to problems that arise in connection with
Plato’s political philosophy and that these solutions are Neoplatonic in
character. But at first it might be best to describe the general structure and
contents of the dialogue.

The palimpsest fragments discovered by Mai have been identfied by him
(and there seems to be no good reason to reject this identfication) with a
work of the same title on which Photios reports in his Bibliotheca (cod. 37).
The dialogue ‘On political science’ read by Photios involved, according to his
report, two speakers, the patrician Menas and the referendarius Thomas. We
know of no referendarius of this name for this period, but Cameron refers to
the quaestor Thomas who, as a pagan, was purged in 529—the year, we
remember, of Justinian’s anti-pagan legislation that precipitated the closing
of the Neoplatonic school of Athens. Menas is likely to have been the
praetorian prefect of the Orient of that name for 528-9. Photios also tells
us that the dialogue was made up of six books Q6yot) and that it introduced a
type of constitution different from earlier constitutions. This constitution was
called ‘dicaearchic’ and consisted of a mix of the best of royal, aristocratic,
and democratic constitutions and thus was itself the best of constitutional

4 Praechter (1900: 621-32).

5 Cf. Valdenberg (1925: 56).

¢ See O’Meara 1998a—c for three articles attempting this and O’Meara (199%-b). In what
follows I will refer to the principal texts cited in these articles, where further references may be
found.

7 1985: 249.
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types. Finally Photios says that the dialogue rightly attacked Plato’s (ideal)
republic or constitution (roireia).t

Turning now to the actual fragments of the dialogue surviving in the Vatican
palimpsest, we find that only a small part of book 4 and somewhat more of
book 5 are extant. The speakers of the dialogue are named Menodorus and
Thaumasius, no doubt Platonized versions of Menas and Thomas, names
which Photios is likely to have found noted at the beginning of the text. The
fiction of the Platonic dialogue is pushed very far in the fragments. The
atmosphere and language of the conversation between Menodorus and Thau-
masius remind us very much of a Platonic dialogue of the middle period, in
particular the Republic: Thaumasius closely follows Menodorus’ speculations,
asking for clarifications; Menodorus sometimes formulates general principles,
which then require explanation and exemplfication. The fragments from book
4 have to do with military science and virtue. Menodorus and Thaumasius
discuss the conduct of military exercises, the importance of infantry, a military
moral code, and the relations between the military and civilians. A list of the
contents of book 5 survives in the fragments. According to this list; book 5
dealt with kingship (Baotlela) and kingly science (Baothtky) émiornun): how
this science relates to other sciences; its laws, doctrines and practices; how the
king imitates God, knows the divine, and rules accordingly. These points are
covered to some degree by the remaining fragments. The following items in the
list of contents are not, however, represented in the fragments: how what is said
about a constitution differs from what was said by others, with an objection to
something in Plato; then a comparison between Plato’s and Cicero’s republic
and between Plato’s and Aristotle’s philosophy in general. The reference to
Cicero is matched by quotations from Cicero in the fragments, some of which
have been thought to come from lost parts of Cicero’sDe re publica. Indeed,
the author of the dialogue seems well read in Latin literature and quotes
Juvenal, Seneca, and Livy as well.

II

Among the various topics covered in the fragments, three are of more direct
interest here: the conception of political science which inspires the dialogue;
the relation the author sees between political and kingly science; and the
theory of kingly science as an imitation of the divine.

The conception of political science

Political science arises, according to a fragment from book 5 (46. 11-47. 12),
as a consequence of the human condition, the predicament in which wefind

8 Photios, Bibliotheca cod. 37, ed. R. Henry, 22. On Menas, cf. Rashed (2000: 89-98).
° Mazzucchi edn. (cited also in what follows), 15. 2-15.
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ourselves, midway between the rational and the irrational, between the divine
life of pure intellect (vovs) and nature. If transcendent intellect and nature,
being unmixed with each other, know peace, humanity however, torn be-
tween them, lives in turmoil and conflict, striving both up towards the divine
life of intellect and down towards nature. In his goodness, however, God
provided human reason with two aids, ‘dialectical science’, which relates to
the incorporeal, and ‘political science’, which relates to the corporeal and
concerns political action.

At this point the published text of the fragments is puzzling: it describes
‘dialectic’, which leads up to the divine, as prior in time and as ‘for the sake of
something else’, whereas political science is said to be prior in act and in value
and is that ‘for the sake of which’.!® We would have expected the reverse, that
political science is prior in time and for the sake of something else, and that
dialectic is prior in act and value and that for the sake of which. Our passage
seems to invert the proper order of things and indeed the Greek text of the
fragment does not seem to be secure. At any rate, it becomes clear a little later
that the author of the dialogue has his priorities right, when he tells us (49.
15-22) that God devised political knowledge as a divine method for the use of
men, in their exile here below, so that they may attain good order, through
which to return to the transcendent metropolis, the dignity of the immortal
city. Here, clearly, political knowledge prepares the way and is subordinate to
a higher union with the divine; political knowledge, relating to the body,
produces good order in our terrestial lives, which in turn provides the condi-
tion for a return to the divine homeland, that of divine intellect from which
we are exiled here below.

If we turn now to the Neoplatonists of the fourth and fifth centuries, we
find the same interpretation and gradation of sciences as that used in the
anonymous dialogue. Beginning with Tamblichus, Neoplatonists standardly
divided philosophy, following the Aristotelian model, into theoretical and
practical sciences, the highest theoretical science being what Aristotle called
‘theology’, which the Neoplatonists identified with the ‘dialectic’ of Plato’s
Republic, whereas political philosophy encompassed the practical sciences!
The practical and theoretical sciences were understood as constituting a scale
aiming at the progressive divinization of man, or assimilation of man to the
divine. Political philosophy, as a practical science, has to do with man as soul
related to the body, soul using body as an instrument. Its objective is to bring
political virtue, that is, good order, to the incorporated life of soul. This good
order prepares the access to higher knowledge and virtue, the theoretical
sciences and virtues of which dialectic is the summit, where man, as intellect,
attains the life of divine transcendent Intellect. As Hierocles explains, sum-
ming up this theory towards the middle of thefifth century: ‘we must first put

1047, 12-16; for the distinction o5 évexa, &vexd Tov, cf. Plato, Philebus 54c.
"1 On this and on the following cf. O’Meara (199&). On the place of political philosophy in
the practical sciences cf. Elias, Prolegomena philosophiae, ed. Busse, 32. 1-30.
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in order the irrationality and slackness in us, and then in this way look to the
knowledge of more divine things [. ..] The political virtues make a good man,
the sciences that lead up to divine virtue make man a god.*?

The anonymous dialogue presents this theory of the hierarchy and ana-
gogic function of political philosophy and dialectic as part of a quasi-myth-
ical, cosmogonic account of the human condition. We are reminded of the
forced combination of opposed constituents that go to make up human
nature in Plato’s Timaeus and of the turmoil, moral and epistemic, that
ensues. What can serve to check this turmoil, according to the Timaeus, is
the greatest gift of the gods to mortals, philosophy (478). But what philoso-
phy? The Timaeus passage speaks of the observation of the orderly move-
ments of the heavens which will bring order to the movements of our soul
(47 B—c). The theme of a divine gift to humanity in perdition also occurs in the
myth of Plato’s Protagoras (322 c-D), where Zeus, through Hermes, supplies
us with the means whereby we might live together without destroying each
other, that is, justice and shame. Zeus’ divine gift reappears in Julian the
Emperor’s vision, in which, following a Platonic ascent to the highest levels of
the divine, Julian receives instruction, on Zeus’ orders, on how to rule, that is,
he is taught the political knowledge that will guide him as emperor!?

Here we are very near, I suggest, to the ideas of the anonymous dialogue.
Since, for the Neoplatonists, philosophical knowledge in general is a divine
gift to humanity, mediated by superior souls such as those of Pythagoras and
Plato,'* we can include political philosophy as part of this gift. Indeed
Iamblichus claims that Pythagoras, as well as revealing other sciences,
bestowed ‘political science’ on his followers, a science also revealed, for the
later Neoplatonist, by Plato in the Gorgias, the Republic, and the Laws."

Finally the metaphors of exile and return to a mother city above whereby
the anonymous dialogue describes human existence also have a good Platonic
pedigree. I am thinking not only of the transcendent or heavenly model on
which is based Plato’s ideal state and which Proclus describes as an intelli-
gible city,'® but also of Plotinus’ magnificent reading of Odysseus’ return to
his homeland as the return of the soul to the One (Enn. 1. 6. 8). Julian, too,
describes our present condition as that of an exile from which we seek to
return.'’

The broad context and specific function of political philosophy, as de-
scribed by the anonymous dialogue, are thus profoundly Neoplatonic in
inspiration. But what of the content of this philosophy? According to the
fragments of the dialogue, political science seeks to achieve well-being, in

Hierocles, In Aureum Pythagoreorum carmen commentarius ed. Koehler, 6. 5-7 and 19-21.
13 Cf. O’'Meara (1999b: 284-7).

14 Cf. O’'Meara (1989: 36-9).

!5 Tamblichus, Vita Pythagorica, ed. Deubner, 18. 5-10, 96. 14-97. 19; O’'Meara (199%: 194).
16 Plato, Republic 5003, 59282-3; Proclus, In Timaeum, ed. Diehl, 1. 32. 10-12.

17 O’Meara (1999b: 290).
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accord with justice, for the purpose of the salvation of humans!® It includes,
in view of this purpose, laws, doctrines, and practices. Among the laws are
those concerning the election of kings, the constitution of an elite (senatorial)
body, the choice of church authorities and of the high dficers of state, and the
protection of the laws (19. 27-20. 10). ‘Political philosophy’ is claimed to be
identical to kingship or ‘kingly science’, which in turn is described as an
imitation of God (18. 5-7), two points I would like now to consider.

The relation between political and kingly science

The identity that is affirmed between political philosophy and kingly science
might seem, atfirst glance, puzzling, if we assume that kingly science is merely
a part of political science, which will also include, for example, military
science such as is explored in book 4 of the dialogue. Military science can
be expected to have its own specific concerns, as distinct from the concerns of
kingship discussed in book 5 of the dialogue.!® Plato, it is true, identifies in
some places political with kingly science?® But how does the anonymous
dialogue understand this identity?'

A fragment of the dialogue (27. 7-15) allows us to see how kingship can be
both a part of, and identical to, political philosophy. Kingship is the fountain
of political light (70 moATikov ¢ws) which is communicated, by a scientific
method, to the ranks subordinated to it in the state, rank after rank, so that
each rank shares in the knowledge of the rank above it that rules it. Thus, we
may infer, if kingship communicates political knowledge to the lower orders
of the state, then the other parts of political philosophy derive from kingship
as if from a source. The language of this fragment is very close to that of the
Pseudo-Dionysius, particularly at the beginning of the Celestial Hierarchy.
Both authors express a fundamental theory of Neoplatonic metaphysics, the
theory of a series of terms in which thefirst member of the series precontains
and produces the other members of the series. This type of series, dubbed a
‘P-series’ by A. C. Lloyd, is to be found, for example, in Proclus’ Elements of
Theology.** In the case of the anonymous dialogue, this means that kingship
or kingly science is both a part of, and identical to, political philosophy: it is
part of political philosophy, because there are other parts, such as military
science; it is political philosophy, because it precontains, as the highest part
and source of all political knowledge, the other parts. To see how this would
work out in practice, we could try to see if the military science described in
book 4 of the anonymous dialogue can indeed be derived from the kingly

'8 19. 20-44; 47. 22-4.

19 Plato describes military science as a part of political knowledge in Protagoras 322 B5.

20 Euthydemus 291 c4-5; Politicus 259 c-D.

2! The question of the relation between kingly science and other sciences is listed in the table of
contents of book 5 of the dialogue (15. 3-4).

22 Propositions 18-19; cf. Lloyd (1990: 76-8).
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science of book 5, account being taken of the lower ranks that are concerned.
I believe this can, in fact, be done, but would like at present to look more into
the notion that kingly science is an imitation of God.

Kingly science as imitation of the divine

It is asserted, both in the list of contents and in the fragments of book 5, that
kingly science is an imitation of God, or assimilation to God?* This is, of
course, a banality in the literature of monarchy of the Hellenistic and Roman
imperial periods. An influential expression of the idea is found in the Pseudo-
Pythagorean treatises on kingship2* It is found again, for example, in Euse-
bius’ Praise of Constantine and in the Ekthesis, or ‘Mirror of princes’,
composed by Agapetus for Justinian’s accession in 527. The Neoplatonic
philosophers seem to have been aware of the Pseudo-Pythagorean treatises
on kingship.> Indeed I would argue that it is due to Iamblichus’ promotion
of Pythagorean texts that these treatises, along with other Pseudo-Pythagor-
ean texts, found their way into Stobaeus’ anthology and thus survived?® At
any rate, the Neoplatonists contributed an interesting interpretation of the
theme of kingship as imitation of the divine. Relating it to their view of
philosophy in general as an assimilation of man to the divine, they specfied
what this divinization might mean. Two aspects of the divine, of God, were
distinguished, knowledge, or perfect thought, and providence, or care of
what is lower. If the life of the divine has these two aspects, then the philoso-
pher who is assimilated to the divine, or imitates it, will exhibit these two sorts
of activity, theoretical activity, or knowledge, and providential activity, that
is political rule. These ideas are found, for example, in Ammonius and
Olympiodorus towards the beginning of the sixth century in AlexandriaZ’
and the conception of divine imitation as providential activity also occurs in
our anonymous dialogue (below, p.57).

However, to describe kingship as imitation of divine providential rule is
not to explain kow, in particular, kingship imitates the divine. A form of this
problem must already arise for any reader of Plato’s Republic who asks how
precisely the philosopher-kings model their city according to a divine para-
digm (500E): do they copy the Platonic Forms in the exercise of their rule, and
what does this mean? For the Neoplatonists, who knew well the relevant
passages of the Republic, these questions cannot but have become more acute.
Plotinus, for example, speaks in Enn. 6. 9. 7 of the legendary legislator Minos

2 15.12; 16. 6-7; 18. 6-7; 37. 14-15.

24 Delatte (1942).

25 Cf. Olympiodorus, In Platonis Gorgiam, ed. Westerink, 221. 3-11; Diotogenes, De regno,
ed. Thesleff, 72. 16-23.

26 On Iamblichus’ promotion of Pythagorean texts, cf. O’Meara (1989: 96-7; 102-3). Sto-
baeus’ sources contained extracts from Ilamblichus’ correspondence and work.

2T Ammonius, In Porphyrii Isagogen, ed. Busse, 3. 8-19; cf. Olympiodorus, In Platonis Gor-
giam, 166. 14-16.
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making laws in the image of his communion with Zeus, that is, the One. But
if the One is beyond knowledge and determinate being, how can it be
the paradigm of laws made in its image? The anonymous dialogue shows
awareness of this problem and addresses directly the question of how, if
unknown, God may nevertheless function as an archetype for kingly science
(16. 13-17. 8).

Responding to the question as to how kingly science is to be discovered, if
it is an imitation of God and God is unknown, Menodorus distinguishes what
may be discovered scientifically by reason and what is found by mere correct
opinion guided by divine creation?® This scale of knowledge reappears later
in the fragments where an ascent of the intellect is described, going from
opinion and reasoning (Stdvota) using hypotheses (vroféceat) up to science,
a vision of the light, of truth stamped in the resemblance of the Form of the
Good (35. 16-36. 4). We are here clearly in the world of Plato’s Republic, of
the ascent of the future philosopher-king from the cave to the light of the sun,
the Form of the Good, an ascent which, according to the image of the line,
goes through reasoning from hypotheses up to intellection (Rep. 511 B-E). In
an interior dialogue, the ascended intellect of our anonymous text (36. 6-37.
2) affirms the first cause of all beings, a cause beyond @méxewa) all things,
which does not go out of itself, but which contains within the A\dyot of all
things, like the centre of a circle from which progress the radii, which is to say
an intelligible sun and intelligible world, a rank of intellectual beings, the
visible sun and world, all ordered, down to the elements, in a hierarchy of rule
which includes humans, themselves ordered in a monarchic structure. This is
without doubt a Neoplatonic metaphysical landscape, dominated by a supra-
intelligible hidden first cause from which derives an elaborate gradation of
intelligible, intellectual and visible being.

But what does the metaphysical knowledge thus attained by reason signify
for political philosophy? Three political principles may be inferred, I suggest,
from this metaphysical knowledge: (i) political order is monarchic in struc-
ture (cf. 37. 3-8); (ii) the monarch, the political first cause’, is transcendent;
and (iii) power is exercised through a system of mediating ranks. The
first principle is subject to some restrictions, to which I will return later.
The second principle will be considered shortly. As for the third principle,
we can find its application in the dialogue’s insistence that the king choose
and deal only with the highest officers of the state administration and
of the Church.? If the king rules correctly as regards the highest rank
subordinate to him, then this rank will function correspondingly as regards
the rank subordinate to it, and so on. We might note that the same Neopla-
tonic principle of mediate terms inspires the ecclesiology of the Pseudo-
Dionysius.*

28 17. 21-4; cf. Plato, Politicus 301 A10-B3. 2 26.23-27. 6; 28. 6-13.
30 Cf. O’Meara (1998c¢: 79).
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Returning to the anonymous dialogue, the question of how rulership is an
imitation of God is raised again a little later in the fragments (38. 13-40. 8).
Here, various divine attributes are picked out—goodness, wisdom, power,
justice—attributes which are one in God, but which can only be conceived by
us as distinct, and still less adequately expressed>' Regarding goodness, this
means that the ruler, as imitator of God, must be good in terms of his moral
integrity and in terms of providential care for his subjects, ruling for their
good and not his own, a requirement of Plato’s Republic*> taken up by
Iamblichus and Proclus.*® As for divine wisdom, this means, for the ruler,
respecting the third principle, that of mediated rule, for it is a wisdom
manifest in God’s creation. Thus the ruler will deal only with his immediate
subordinates and they, in turn, will transmit his providential rule, creating
thereby a harmonious political structure (39. 8-22). As regards divinepower,
this means, for the ruler, moral and intellectual excellence, qualities whereby
he transcends his subjects such as courage, practical sense, daring, benevo-
lence (39. 22-40. 2). Finally, divinejustice involves for the ruler both internal
justice of the soul, such as that described by Plato, and an external justice that
assigns to each rank its due (40. 2-8). This we might describe as a fourth
political principle, that of (distributive) justice, ‘to each what is appropriate’,
that is, the principle of geometrical proportion that underlies Plato’s ideal
city.>* This fourth principle is also exemplified in the metaphysical structure
of reality.

Summarizing, we can say that the anonymous dialogue provides an answer
to a question that must arise in a political philosophy inspired by Plato’s
Republic: how can political knowledge be modelled on a transcendent para-
digm? Our dialogue refers to a scientific knowledge of intelligible principles
and to the lower level of correct opinion. In both cases, the object grasped
is the structure of reality deriving from a supra-intelligible first cause,
the complete metaphysical structure in the case of scientfic knowledge, the
cosmic structure in the case of correct opinion. This structure manifests
the first cause and, in its organizational principles (monarchic order, tran-
scendence of the first cause, mediated transmission, ranked distribution),
provides the principles of kingly science. It is in this way that kingly science
imitates the divine. The idea that the king imitates the cosmic order in his rule
can be found already in Stoicism and in the Pseudo-Pythagorean treatises on
kingship.>> However, this idea is extended in the anonymous dialogue to
include the complete metaphysical structure of a Neoplatonic reality and is

31 For an example of a conventional account of the king’s imitation of divine attributes cf. Dio
of Prusa, Or. 1. 37-47.

3239, 5-8; cf. 25. 10-11, which refers to Plato, Rep. 342E (rather than to Politicus 297 A-B
[printed as 197 A-B] as given in Mazzucchi’s apparatus).

33 Tamblichus, Letter to Dyscolius, in Stobaeus, Anthol., ed. Wachsmuth and Hense, 4. 222.
10-15; Proclus, In Tim. 2. 118. 10-17.

34 Cf. Neschke-Hentschke (1995: 129-35).

35 Cf. also Dio of Prusa, Or. 1. 42-5.
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presented as a solution to the problem of how a supra-intelligible unknown
first cause may be an object of imitation.

Before concluding I would like to return to what has been described above
as a first political principle, that of order as monarchic in structure. The
political application of this principle is subject to some restrictions in the
anonymous dialogue: the access of the monarch to rule and the exercise of
rule are subject to law, which itself expresses political philosophy. The author
of the dialogue is of the opinion that the source of political evils, of the
disease of the state, is the absence of the requisite political knowledge among
rulers who seek to rule in their own interest, by the use of force, money,
flattery.*® A method has to be found, therefore, whereby Plato’s dream of the
union of philosophy and kingship (Republic 473 D) may be realized (52. 23—
53. 4), that is, a method allowing for the selection of rulers among those best
equipped, morally and intellectually, for a rule that they do not, of them-
selves, desire. The method proposed by the dialogue involves a complicated
legislation regulating the identification of the best possible candidates, nom-
ination of them by the heads of all groups of the state, and a divine sanction
through a religiously conducted drawing of lots?’ The legitimacy of the ruler
depends therefore on his intrinsic moral and intellectual qualities; on his
designation by the subjects, through their representatives, in whose interest
he is to rule; and on the divine sanction to which he is subordinate in the
cosmic order. The ruler is also expected to preserve the law (38. 23), as
stipulated in the fifth fundamental law (20. 8-10). Another legal restriction
on monarchic absolutism mentioned in the fragments concerns the age of
retirement of the monarch (44. 1ff.).

This primacy of law as regards rulers reminds us more of Plato’sLaws than
of Plato’s Republic. In a passage of the Laws (739 A—E), Plato speaks of a
range of cities going from the best, the city of gods or of children of gods, who
share women and property, to second- and third-best cities, in which conces-
sions are made, notably regarding family life and private property. TheLaws
discuss a second-best city, in abstraction from the particular circumstances
that might concern the founding of a specfic state (745e-746c). Our an-
onymous dialogue also claims to be abstract in this sense: it does not discuss
the particulars of a specific state (27. 18-21). The Neoplatonists found in the
passage of the Laws (739 A-E) a way of explaining the relation between the
utopia of the Republic and the city of the Laws: the former is an unrestricted
ideal, the latter involves compromises with what is given*® Damascius warns
us against utopian mirages,”” and it can be shown that the Neoplatonists took
an interest in the second-best state developed in the Laws. It is on this or on

36 54.17-55. 8; 24. 24-25. 4.

3719, 27-21. 10; cf. 25. 20-26. 7.

3 Cf. Anonymus, Prolegomena to Platonic Philosophy, ed. Westerink et al., 26. 45-58 (40, with
n. 226, and 77-8); Proclus, In Remp., ed. Kroll, 1. 9. 17-11. 4.

39 Damascius, In Philebum, ed. Westerink, 171. 5-7.
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an even less ambitious level that Julian the Emperor’s political project is, |
believe, to be placed: Julian does not claim to be a philosopher-king; his is a
more humble role, administering the state under the guidance of philoso-
phers.** Before him, Iamblichus had emphasized, quite strikingly, the pri-
macy and sovereignty of law, to which the ruler as guardian of the law is
subordinate*' A further sign that the level of political reform described
by the anonymous dialogue corresponds more to the city of Plato’s Laws
than to that of the Republic may be seen in the mixed constitution that it
proposes, made up (as Photios also notes in his report) of royal, aristocratic,
and democratic elements, a mixed constitution being also proposed in
the Laws, as compared to the absolutism of the philosopher-kings of the
Republic.

If the anonymous dialogue is seen in this way as describing a project
comparable to the second- or third-best cities of Plato’s Laws, then the
rejection in the dialogue of the abolition of family life among the elité? can
be read, not as an attack on Plato himself, but as a rejection of this hallmark
of the highest, divine, and indeed impossible city for humans, a hallmark
absent from the second-best city of the Laws. I do not therefore think that we
should conclude, with Praechter* that the author of the dialogue was not a
Neoplatonist. Nor should we be too influenced by the negative tone of
Photios’ report on the dialogue’s criticism of Plato: Photios was no friend
of Plato’s Republic,** and the list of contents of book 5 in the palimpsest (15.
17) suggests a more restricted critique. The second argument dfered by
Praechter against the author being a Neoplatonist is based on the dialogue’s
rejection of divination (41. 24-6). But here again the point at issue is too
limited to yield such a conclusion. The dialogue rejects divination as a basis
for political decisions, which should derive rather from political science. This
does not in principle preclude the use of divination in other contexts, such as
that of private religious practices answering specfic needs.

Was the author of the dialogue a Christian? Praechter notes” what might
be a reference to the doctrine of man as the image of God (37. 5-6). This may
suggest Christianity, but it is an isolated and rather weak indication. The
situation reminds one of that of Boethius’ Consolation of Philosophy, where
the religion of the author is not exactly evident. Boethius, a contemporary of,
or slightly older than the author of our dialogue, was his peer and equivalent
in the court of Theoderic, a philosopher trained in the schools of late antique
Neoplatonism, at home both in Greek and Latin culture, also fascinated by

40 Cf. O’Meara (1999: 286).

4! Tamblichus Letter to Agrippa, in Stobaeus Anthol., 4. 223. 14-224. 7.

42.22.22-5; the criticism of Plato noted in the table of contents of book 5 (15. 17) may refer to
material similar to this, as may also Photios” mention of criticism of Plato in the anonymous
dialogue.

43 Praechter (1900: 629).

44 Cf. Photios, Letter 187, 168-71, ed. Laourdas and Westerink, vol. ii.

431900: 631.
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Plato’s call for the union of philosophy and politics (Consolation 1. 4. 4-8),
who found himself at the higher levels of an imperial administration.

11

I would like to conclude with a few additional remarks. I hope to have shown
that the anonymous dialogue ‘On political science’ can be locatedfirmly in

the framework of Neoplatonic philosophy, as regards its conception of the
structure and functions of the parts of philosophy, the place of political
philosophy in this structure, its nature as an imitation of the divine, the divine
as expressed in a metaphysical chain of being. If the anonymous dialogue,
like Plato’s Laws, makes abstraction of the particulars of a specfic state, its

author is nevertheless very much aware of the political problems of the time,
of which his philosophical predecessors—Plato, Aristotle, Cicero—were ig-
norant, problems posed by factions in Constantinople, by large numbers of
unemployed, unoccupied people, by unworthy monks?¢ It is in part with an

eye to these problems, but mostly in relation to the fundamental question of
the appropriate selection, lawful election, and proclamation of the monarch,
that the dialogue proposes a new constitutional order. If the general principle
of this order, that of a mixed constitution, is not new—we remember Plato’s
Laws, Aristotle, and Cicero, for example—the particular dispositions pro-
posed do seem to constitute a new framework for reconciling a number of
claims: that of the importance of political science and of law expressing this
science; that of the moral and intellectual superiority of the ruler who will
conform to this science and law; that of the citizens in whose interest rule is
to be exercised; and that of the divine to which the human order is subordin-
ate. I also believe that the dialogue introduces interesting ideas of a Neopla-
tonic character as regards political philosophy itself: what its place and
function are in the philosophical sciences, how its parts are related to each
other, how kingship can be an imitation of a divine principle transcending
knowledge.

Finally a word as regards the Pseudo-Dionysius. I have suggested else-
where*’ that the Pseudo-Dionysius transformed Neoplatonic political phil-
osophy into a Christian ecclesiology: man is saved (that is, divinized) through
an emanative order of illumination, purfication, and perfection going from
the ineffable Godhead, through the celestial hierarchy, down to a church
structure in which the bishop takes the place of the philosopher-king in the
political order. In this structure for the divinization of humanity, no room is
provided, apparently, for the political order, for the state, in the salvation of
man. In the anonymous dialogue, however, the Church is integrated in
legislation expressing political science (as religion had been made part of

46 29. 4 and 9-12, 33. 7-26, 28. 15-20. 47 O’Meara (1998c¢).
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legislation in Plato’s Laws) whose ultimate function is the divinization of
man. The Church is the object of the king’s attention and care (27. 31-28. 13).
The two authors, the Pseudo-Dionysius and the author of the anonymous
dialogue, are thus objectively opposed. Assuming that the Pseudo-Dionysius
is the earlier of the two, we may conclude that the author of the anonymous
dialogue advocated a subordination of the Church to the constitutional law
of the state, in opposition to the primacy claimed by Dionysian ecclesiology.
However our author also sought to subordinate monarchical absolutism to
law. Both monarch and Church should find their place, the author suggests,
in a constitutional legislation expressing a political philosophy whose Neo-
platonic inspiration I have attempted to show:*®
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John of Damascus on Human
Action, the Will, and Human
Freedom

MIicHAEL FREDE

John of Damascus (perhaps born as early asap 650, but no later than AD 680,

died in AD 749, or shortly thereafter) has a complex account of human
behaviour and human action. This account is mainly to be found in his
Expositio fidei orthodoxae ("Exdoois akpiBis Ti)s 0pfodofov mioTews),

the third part of his tripartite Fons sapientiae (IInyyn) yvdoews). In this

account a doctrine of the will (9éAnous) plays a crucial role, because John
of Damascus believes that to understand human actions we have to see that
they involve an exercise of the will, or at least a failure to exercise the will. It is
because we have a will that we are responsible for what we are doing. For, if,
for instance, we behave in a way which is open to criticism, it is either because
we chose to act in this way or because we failed to exercise our will in such a
way as to choose not to act in this way. Thus, how we behave depends on our
will and the way we exercise it. In principle our will is such as to enable us to
make the right choices. But we can fail to avail ourselves of this ability, or use
this ability without the indicated care, with the result that we fail to make the
right choice or that we make the wrong choice. Such failure to use the will, or
to use it appropriately, in complex ways affects the will. It affects it in such a
way that it diminishes our ability to make the right choices. A will is free
(éXevbepos), and correspondingly a person is free, if the will is not thus
diminished or constrained, if one’s ability to make the right choices is not
thus reduced, for instance by having fallen into the habit of making in certain
situations the wrong choices. But quite irrespective of whether or not one’s
will in this way is constrained, it remains the fact that how one behaves
depends on oneself in the sense that it depends on oneself how one exercises
one’s will. This feature of a person John of Damascus calls7o adTeéovoiov.

This term often is rendered by ‘freedom’ or even ‘freedom of will’ or ‘freedom
of choice’. But it should be clear already from what has been said that this is

Myles Burnyeat generously read and made helpful comments on this chapter.
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rather misleading, since the exercise of one’s will remains a matter of one’s
discretion, even if the will no longer is free.

It is not surprising that John of Damascus should assume that there is such
a thing as the will, and that it is in virtue of having such a will that we are
responsible for what we are doing. By John’s time this was a standard
assumption which could be taken for granted. Though not originally a
Christian doctrine, but of Stoic origin, it had become a standard view in
Christian authors from the end of the second century onwards. But we also
do have to keep in mind that Aristotle, for instance, on whom John of
Damascus, directly or indirectly, relies a good deal for his account of human
behaviour, does not in his account appeal to a will. Aristotle, too, assumes
that human beings will (BovAecfar) things and that they do things, because
they will to do them. And Aristotle, too, of course, must assume that, if
human beings do will things, it is possible for them to will things, they can will
things, they are able to will things. But to assume that human beings have a
will is to assume more than that human beings can, or are able to, will things
in this weak, trivial sense, in the sense in which quite generally possibility
follows from actuality. It is rather to assume that they have the ability to will
things in the sense of a basic, distinct, positive ability, comparable to the
ability to discriminate perceptual features or the ability to understand things.
Aristotle did not assume that it takes a special, distinct ability to will things.
He did assume that if one comes to think of something as good or as a good,
one will naturally will it. But willing it for him does not seem to involve the
exercise of some further special capacity, namely the will. We have the ability
to recognize something as good or a good, but if, as a consequence, the mind
wills it, it is not because of an exercise of a further ability, but because the
mind is constructed in such a way that, if one believes one has recognized
something as good or a good, one wills it. From thefirst century Ap onwards,
though, the ability to will things did become thought of as a distinct, special
ability. Yet there were different ways in which different authors conceived of
this ability. This is not surprising, given that diferent philosophers had very
different views about the human mind and its role in determining our behav-
iour. Accordingly, the will was also conceived of in rather diferent ways.
Among these different views there was one, to be found in Alexander of
Aphrodisias’ De fato and in the De anima mantissa ascribed to him, according
to which it is in virtue of the will that we are able, in the very same circum-
stances in which we will and choose to behave in a certain way, not to will and
to choose to act in this way, or to will and to choose not to act in this way. But
this, at least in antiquity, was a very rare view. It is not John of Damascus’
view. Nor, as far as I can see, does John of Damascus espouse any of the
views we find in antiquity. It is rather the case that John of Damascus’
account will strike one as significantly different and in some ways novel, if
one compares it to the better-known ancient accounts. Admittedly thisfirst
impression quickly gives way to the impression that John of Damascus’
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originality in this matter is rather more limited, if one also takes into account
the views of John of Damascus’ more immediate predecessors, in particular
those of Maximus the Confessor. Like the latter, John of Damascus is very
much indebted to Nemesius of Emesa. And, like Nemesius of Emesa, he is
very much indebted to Aristotle. But my concern here is not to show that
John of Damascus was particularly original. I am rather interested in his
account because, whether original or not, it signficantly differs from ancient
accounts of the same matter. It seems to me to be a good example of a piece of
Byzantine philosophy which has its sources in antiquity, because, though it
differs from ancient accounts, it extensively relies on identfiable ancient
sources like Nemesius of Emesa, and in fact gains its distinctive character
in part by relying on Aristotle. Nemesius had relied on Aristotle, but like
Aristotle Nemesius does not appeal to a will. What gives John of Damascus’
account some of its distinctive character is the fact that John of
Damascus tries to integrate a notion of a will into Aristotle’s moral psych-
ology and theory of action. It thus, though Byzantine, crucially depends for
its novelty in part on its recourse to an ancient, indeed pre-Christian source,
namely Aristotle. John of Damascus tries to combine the results of a discus-
sion which over the centuries had moved far beyond Aristotle, for instance in
coming to presuppose the existence of a will, with substantial pieces of
Aristotelian doctrine.

There is reason to think that John of Damascus’ account of human action
and the will deserves our particular interest quite independently of how
original we take his account to be. It deserves this interest because of the
remarkable status John attained as an authority in Christianity, both Eastern
and Western, an authority which also seems to give special weight to his
account of human action and the will. He sometimes, in the West, is said to be
the last of the Fathers of the Church. He writes at a point when, at least as far
as the great Trinitarian and Christological issues are concerned, what is to
count as orthodox Christian doctrine has been settled by the authority of the
Fathers and the Councils. The last of these controversies, concerning Mono-
physitism, Monoergism, Monotheletism, still were an issue in his lifetime.
Though also the issue of the number of wills in Christfinally had been settled
by the Council of Constantinople in 680, John of Damascus still felt called
upon to devote to the clarification of this issue a special treatise, the De
duabus voluntatibus in Christo. And there still was the iconoclast controversy.
But it was a time in which one could think that the great controversies had
been authoritatively settled, and that it now was possible to give an overall
account of Christian doctrine, as it had emerged from the teaching of the
great Fathers of the past and the decisions of the Oecumenical Councils. And
this, it seems, is what John of Damascus set out to do in the third part of his
Fons sapientiae, the so-called Expositio.

There was something novel about this attempt to give a reasonably com-
plete and reliable account of the whole of Christian doctrine. There, of
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course, had been some earlier attempts to give an overall outline of the
Christian position, like Origen’s De principiis or Theodoretus’ fifth book
On Heresies. But, for chronological reasons, they could not be as comprehen-
sive as John of Damascus’. Another feature crucially distinguishes John’s
Exposition from, for instance, Origen’s treatise. Origen clearly separates out
the unquestionable doctrine of the Church from the questions this doctrine
raises which are not authoritatively settled—these are of great importance for
our understanding of the Christian view, but about them there is a great deal
of confusion among Christians. It is these questions which Origen tries to
clarify and to answer. But he proceeds in such a way as to make it clear that
these are his answers based on Scripture, the teaching of the Church, and his
own thought, which patently is deeply influenced by philosophy. As Origen
knew, and as it in any case turned out, his views were deeply controversial. By
contrast John of Damascus goes out of his way to make it clear that in the
Fons sapientiae he is refraining from stating his own views (Dial. ' 2, Prooem.
60) which might be questioned and lead to controversy. What he presents in
the Expositionis supposed to be the unambiguous position of the Church as it
has emerged, no more and no less. And this he means to set forth as clearly as
possible.

This does not mean that we get a mere catalogue of isolated dogmata. The
particular doctrines are presented as integrated into, and often forming the
crucial links in, a reasonable, intelligible view of the world, to a good extent
based on philosophy, which itself, though substantial, is regarded as uncon-
troversial. At least one enemy to true Christian doctrine is philosophical
confusion. It is telling that the Fons sapientiae consists of three parts: (i) the
Capitula philosophica (kepaaia procopurkd) or Dialectic, (ii) a treatise on
the heresies, and (iii) the Exposition. The Dialectic for the most part does not
offer more than an exposition of elementary notions of Aristotelian philoso-
phy, as we find them in Aristotle’s Categories and Porphyry’s Isagoge,
enriched by some further notions of late ancient philosophy like that of a
hypostasis. But it is clear already from the way these notions are introduced
that they are meant to be used in, among other places, an exposition of
Trinitarian and Christological doctrine, and that familiarity with these
notions is supposed to be crucial for a clear exposition of Christian doctrine
which does not give rise to the kind of confusion on which Trinitarian and
Christological heresies are based. It is in this sense and this spirit that the
Exposition relies on philosophical notions, distinctions, and assumptions
which John of Damascus regards as uncontroversial, but which nevertheless
allow him to present Christian doctrine in a systematical, coherent, seemingly
clear and precise fashion. He can at least think of the Exposition as a detailed,
clear, precise, uncontroversial exposition and explication of the Creed ortho-
dox Christians subscribe to.

Though John of Damascus’ standing no doubt in part is due to his
orthodox opposition against Monotheletism and his contributions to the
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iconoclast controversy, in the long run his authority seems to have been
primarily based on the fact that Christians came to accept the Exposition as
what it presents itself as: a systematical, reliable, clear exposition of Christian
doctrine, rather than of John’s own views on the matter.

At least Orthodox Christianity has come to regard his Exposition, and thus
also the account of human action and the free will contained in it, as
authoritative. It is telling that, when B. N. Tatakis turns to John of Damas-
cus, he prefaces his account of John’s views by a sketch of what he, Tatakis,
takes to be the essence of Orthodox Christianity (pp. 107-9), to then proceed
to recount, inter alia, in some detail, John’s doctrine of the will (pp. 119-25).
There is a question as to when John of Damascus acquired this authoritative
status in Orthodox thought. H.-G. Beck warns us against overestimating the
influence of John of Damascus on the further evolution of Byzantine the-
ology.? But already the sheer number of manuscripts of the Exposition (about
250), of which more than 200 predate the sixteenth century, leaves no doubt
as to the importance attributed to the text as a compendium of Christian
doctrine already in Byzantine times. The fact that John of Damascus’ ac-
count of the will in the Exposition also is transmitted separately’ seems to
indicate a particular interest in John’s account. I also note in passing that
John of Damascus, in relying on Aristotle, must have contributed to the
rather remarkable and somewhat surprising standing Aristotle has in Ortho-
dox thought to the present day.

But more important perhaps is the reception of John of Damascus’ work in
Western Christianity. For there seems to be at least a prima-facie case for the
assumption that John of Damascus’ remarks in the Exposition specifically on
the will had an impact on Western medieval thought, for instance on Thomas
Aquinas, and in this way on the further development of thought about the
will in traditional Western philosophy. If this were true, we would have here
the rather rare case of a piece of Byzantine philosophy which, on an import-
ant topic, has had an influence on Western thought and also for this reason
deserves our interest.

John of Damascus seems to be the last Greek author Western Latin
Christianity accepted as an authority. Both the Dialectica and the Expositio
were translated into Latin. A version of the Dialectica is still extant in a
translation by Robert Grosseteste, produced about 1240. It is unclear,
though, whether this is not just a revision of an already earlier translation.
Of more importance for our purposes is the Exposition. Of this, in whole or in
part, several Latin translations were produced. Already by the middle of the
twelfth century, a partial translation by Cerbanus was available. But the most
influential one was the one produced by Burgundio of Pisa around 1150 at the

! Tatakis (1949): in spite of its obvious shortcomings still the standard modern account of
Byzantine philosophy.

2 Beck (1959: 476; 480); and more recent authors.

3 Cf. Beck (1959: 481).
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instigation of a fellow Pisan, Pope Eugenius II1. One can see why there would
be such interest in the Exposition. As scholastic theology began to develop,
John’s account must have met a strongly felt need for a reliable, compact, but
sufficiently detailed and systematic account of the whole of Christian doc-
trine, and though serious tensions between Eastern and Western Christianity
had been developing for some time, John of Damascus seemed to be far
enough removed in time from the emerging controversies not to appear
suspect. What came to guarantee John of Damascus, but in particular the
Exposition, a place in Western thought for the rest of the Middle Ages was the
fact that Peter Lombard in the middle of the twelfth century made extensive
use of the Exposition as an authority in his Sentences, first in Cerbanus’
partial translation and then in Burgundio’s complete version. For since
theology came to be taught by lecturing on Peter Lombard’sSentences, every
theologian at some level was exposed to John of Damascus’ views or even had
to form an opinion about them himself. There are some twenty-six references
in Peter Lombard to John of Damascus. It is telling for the view which one
took of the Exposition as a compendium of Christian doctrine that Grosse-
teste in his commentary on Pseudo-Dionysius’ Celestial Hierarchy at one
point refers to the Exposition as John’s Sententiae.* Indeed, it seems that the
use of the title Sententiae or Liber Sententiarum for the Exposition was not
uncommon in scholasticism, suggesting its association with Peter Lombard’s
Sentences.’

But quite independently of Lombard’s Sentences there was a considerable
interest in John of Damascus, in particular the Exposition. Grosseteste, for
instance, extensively used the Exposition. The tabula produced by Grosse-
teste and Adam of Marsh which constitutes an index of theological subjects
with relevant references on each subject to passages in the authorities has 280
references to John of Damascus’ Exposition on seventy-four subjects. By
comparison the numbers for Ambrose are thirty-three references on seven-
teen subjects, for Anselm 124 references on forty-eight subjects. The list, not
surprisingly, is headed by Augustine, Gregory the Great, and Jerome, but
John of Damascus in the number of references among ecclesiastical authors
follows in fourth place. There are some seventeen references to theExposition
in Grosseteste’s Hexaemeron. Indeed, Grosseteste was interested enough, it
seems, to produce another Latin version of the text, based on Burgundio’s
translation.® That John of Damascus was regarded as an authority we can,
for instance, see not just from the fact that he is constantly referred to in
Thomas Aquinas’ Summa theologica, but also from the fact that at least in
one place we find Thomas making, or at least reporting, an efort to defend
John against the charge of unorthodoxy on a point which, by Thomas’ time,

4 MS Merton College 86, fo. 86", quoted by Callus (1955: 46).

5 Cf. Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos ed. B. Kotter (Berlin, 1973), ii, p. xxii, who
refers to De Ghellinck (1948: 414).

© Cf. Callus (1955: 46-54).
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had become perhaps the most serious cause of division between Greek East
and Latin West. In Summa theological, q. 36, a. 2, concerning the procession
of the Spirit also from the Son, the filioque of the Western version of the
Creed, John is quoted as an authority for the view that the Spirit does not
proceed from the Son, because he is saying ‘ex Filio autem Spiritum Sanctum
non dicimus’. In his response (ad 3) Thomas refers to the Nestorians and to
Theodoretus as having denied the procession from the Son. He also says that
John followed Theodoretus, but adds that some might argue that, though
John does not confess that the Spirit proceeds from the Son, at least the
words quoted cannot be taken to mean that John denies the procession from
the Son. There is perhaps at least this much truth in the suggestion, namely
that Easterners refused to say, as part of the Creed—the Constantinopolitan
or the so-called Nicene or Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed, as read at and
accepted by the Council of Chalcedon (451)—that the Spirit also proceeds
from the Son. The reason for this, in thefirst place, was that this Creed, as
accepted in Chalcedon by East and West, in fact did not contain thefiliogue,
and that there was no authority recognized on all sides to justify the addition
of the filioque as representing the commonly held doctrine of the Church.
From an Eastern point of view its addition, whatever its merits or errors, in
the first place constituted an uncanonical tampering with the Creed and a
disregard for the authority of the Fathers. The monks of St Sabbas, John’s
monastery, protested as early as 807 against its use by Western monks in
Jerusalem.

It is remarkable, and an indication of the regard in which John of Damas-
cus is held in the West, how cautiously Thomas treats John of Damascus’
position on the filioque which by this point had become a matter of deeply
divisive controversy, settled for the West by the Lateran Council of 1215. In
this context it is interesting that when Grosseteste translated John’s Trisha-
gion, he appended a note to it, referring to the dispute between the Latins and
the Greeks whose ‘view it is that the Holy Spirit is the Spirit of the Son
(Spiritus Filii), but does not procede from the Son, but only from the Father,
though through the Son (per Filium)’. But Grosseteste goes on to explain that
the truth probably is that, though the Latins and the Greeks dffer in their
wording and thus seem to say things contrary to each other, there is no
disagreement in the view expressed in contrary fashion. And he points out
the multiple ambiguity of expressions like ‘huius’, ‘ex hoc’, ‘illo’, ‘ab illo’. He
asks ‘who dares to accuse this author, scilicet Johannes Damascenus, and the
blessed Basil, Gregory the Theologian, Cyril and similar Greek Fathers of
heresy?’ In his lectures on Peter Lombard (I, dist. 11, q. 1) Duns Scotus takes
up the question of the procession of the Spirit. In setting out the view against
the procession from the Son he starts out questioning John’s Exposition (‘He
rests in the Son’, ‘we do not say “out of the Son”’) and theOn the Trishagion
(‘the Holy Spirit is of the Son, not out of the Son’). In answering the question
he points out that there is disagreement between some of the Greeks and the
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Latins, briefly quotes Grosseteste’s note on John’s explanation of the 7risha-
gion, then paraphrases it as saying ‘it is unbelievable that these Greek saints
and doctors (who, after all, have canonical status, as one can see from
distinctions 15 and 16 of the Decreta) should have been heretics, last of all
such a great doctor as the Damascene was, and others’. Duns Scotus himself
comments that perhaps earlier Greek authors, like John of Damascus, ex-
pressed themselves cautiously using phrases like ‘of the Son’ and others,
because the matter was not settled. And he considers that whatever they
meant to say, it is an article of faith that the Spirit proceeds from the Son’
When Duns Scotus produces the Ordinatio, he is more ample in quoting
what John actually said, and also in giving authoritative evidence for the
view he defends, but now he quotes Grosseteste for eighteen printed lines,
adding himself that however this may be, it is clear what the doctrine of the
Church is®

Of particular relevance, though, for our purposes is the way John of
Damascus’ Exposition was drawn on especially in discussions concerning
voluntary action and free will, and this at a time when Western doctrine on
the matter was remarkable fluid. A good example is Thomas Aquinas.
Needless to say, his Commentary on the Sentences contains references to
John of Damascus, and Thomas’s discussion of human action in the Com-
mentary also reflects his awareness of John’s discussion. If we look at the
Summa theologica, we find that Thomas in the section on voluntary human
action (II.1, qq. 6-17) refers at least nineteen times to John of Damascus; in
the section on the powers of the intellect, the will, and the freedom of the will
(I, qq. 79-83) at least twelve times. Not surprisingly, the discussion whether
Christ is one in will (III, q. 3, a. 18) contains some six references to John.
Similarly q. 24 of Thomas’s De veritate, on free choice, has some fourteen
references to John of Damascus. So there is at least some prima-facie reason
to believe that John of Damascus was one of the few Byzantine authors who
also on this topic had some influence on Western thought. Indeed, it seems
fair to say that the long sequence of different kinds of mental acts which
Thomas presents as being involved in choice, which gives Thomas’s account
of choice its distinctive character and which continues to puzzle his commen-
tators, has its origin largely in John of Damascus, though John himself
derives it from Maximus the Confessor.

It is easy to see why Latin authors in the thirteenth century would take a
particular interest in John of Damascus’ account of human action and the
will. They had some doctrine of the will or other, ultimately relying for this on
Augustine. They also came to rely on Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics which
does not, certainly not explicitly, involve a doctrine of a will. So there was a
problem about interpreting Aristotle’s moral psychology in such a way as to

7 Duns Scotus, Opera omnia (Vatican City, 1966), xvii, Lectura, 127-8.
8 Cf. on all this Southern (1992: 231-2).
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involve a doctrine of the will. Before they had Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics
available to them, they already had had for some time a Latin version of
Nemesius of Emesa’s De natura hominis. The treatment of human action in
this treatise, heavily indebted as it is to Aristotle, must have greatly facilitated
the reception of Aristotle’s account. That Nemesius of Emesa obviously was
an orthodox Christian author and at least sometimes seems to have been
confused with Gregory of Nyssa must have helped in establishing Nemesius
as an authority, and hence the readiness to look at the relevant parts of
Aristotle’s Ethics. But Nemesius does not have, at least explicitly, a doctrine
of the will. The four authorities Thomas is mainly relying on for human
action, the will, and choice, are Augustine, Aristotle, Nemesius, and John of
Damascus. It seems to me to be easy to see which role John of Damascus
must have played in this context. Not only, like Nemesius, did he facilitate the
reception of Aristotle’s moral psychology. He also dfered an account, heav-
ily based on Nemesius and Aristotle, which already involved a richly struc-
tured doctrine of a will meant tofit into Aristotle’s moral psychology. So now
the task was to integrate a somewhat simple model of the will inherited from
the Augustinian tradition with the rather complicated, but also only very
roughly sketched, model offered by John of Damascus.’

Unfortunately, though, the literature on Latin medieval philosophy and in
particular on Thomas Aquinas, does not, as far as I can see, have much of
substance to say on John of Damascus’ influence in this regard. In fact,
standard accounts of, for instance, Thomas Aquinas’ position just pass him
over in silence. This is not a matter which we have to pursue here. I will just
quote from Gauthier:

This conception of the will, worked out by Saint Maximus, and taken up by Saint
John of Damascus, has imposed itself on Christian theology, not only with the
Greeks, but also with the Latins, and the form of long habit nowadays makes it
appear so natural to those minds which have been formed in the school of scholasti-
cism (only to those, though; for it has become alien again to modern philosophy) that
it seems to them to be just a matter of good sense.’

But, if we do not have a better understanding of the precise impact John of
Damascus had in this regard on Latin medieval thought, this in good part
seems to be due to the fact that we really do not know much about John of
Damascus’ doctrine on human action and the will, let alone understand it.
The literature offers very little guidance and help.!' For these reasons, then, it
seems to me to be a worthwhile task to try again to provide a more detailed
account of John of Damascus’ view on human action, the will, and human
freedom.

° On how one proceeded to do this see useful remarks in Lottin (1931: 631-61).

19 Tntroduction to R. A. Gauthier and J. Jolif, Commentary on Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics
2nd edn. (Louvain, 1970), 266.

"I There are the remarks in Tatakis (1949: 119-24) and Lottin (1931), whose title promises
more than the article delivers.
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The importance John of Damascus attributes to the topic of the will is
reflected by the fact that it is the subject of thefinal chapter 10 of the Institutio
elementaris, a very brief (in Kotter’s edition seven pages long) exposition of
some basic notions like ‘substance’ or ‘consubstantial’ or ‘hypostasis’, an
exposition which parallels the Dialectic, but is more narrowly focused on
what is of use for a clear account of Christian doctrine. It is easy to see why
John of Damascus would take such an interest in the topic. There was a
simple reason why Christian authors since the second part of the second
century had taken an interest in the doctrine of a free will: orthodox Chris-
tians had to explain why God would create human beings if they sooner or
later would sin and if he then was going to punish them for their sins. John of
Damascus himself in his Dialogue against the Manichaeans(34. 1540CfY.) has
the Manichaean raise the question why God created the devil and human
beings if he knew that they were going to sin. Christians from the second
century onwards had to explain this in the face of a variety of so-called
‘Gnostic’ doctrines, according to which the world, including human beings,
was not created by God, but by an imperfect Demiurge who, with the powers
subordinate to him, had created and ruled the world in such a way that
human beings could not but sin, perhaps even systematically were made to
sin. Sometimes this view went hand in hand with a belief in astral determin-
ism, the view that this world is governed by the planets who, pursuing their
own interests, determine our lives, perhaps even our choices. But astral
determinism, to be distinguished from the view that astrologers can infer
our future from the constellation of the stars, was quite widespread independ-
ently of Gnosticism. There also emerged, at the end of the third century,
under the influence of a particular form of Gnosticism, Manichaeism,
according to which most human beings in this life, given their constitution,
could not but sin.

Against such views it was crucial for orthodox Christians to maintain that
God had created the world, including human beings, and that he had created
human beings in such a way that they were not bound by their very nature and
constitution or their circumstances to do wrong. They did so by appealing to
the view that all human beings have been created with a will in virtue of which
they are able to choose the right thing to do, and which no power in the world
can overcome so as to make them choose the wrong thing, unless they
themselves surrender their will and let it be enslaved. So John of Damascus
has this traditional interest in a doctrine of the will to explain how God’s
goodness is perfectly compatible with his creating human beings which will sin
and which he will punish for their sins, because they are responsible for their
sins, since they have been created with a free will. But it seems that John of
Damascus’ interest in the will to justify human responsibility may not just be
this by his day very traditional interest. For John of Damascus, perhaps in
part because of his location, Manichaeism still seems to be a live concern, as
shown for instance by his Dialogue against the Manichaeansjust referred to.
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More important, though, is his concern with Monotheletism, the doctrine
that there is just one will in Christ. Against this John of Damascus argues at
great length that, given Christ’s two natures, his divine and his human nature,
we also correspondingly have to assume two wills, a divine will and a human
will. Hence we need enough of a doctrine of a will to distinguish between the
divine and the human will. What is more, we need a doctrine of a will with
enough structure to explain why the ordinary human will would be liable to
sin, whereas Christ’s human will would not go wrong, though its nature
would not prevent it from doing wrong. John of Damascus devoted a special
treatise to this problem, the De duabus voluntatibus in Christo, but also dealt
with it at some length in the third book of the Exposition. So for these reasons
John has a particular interest in the will and its freedom.

Perhaps the best way to approach John of Damascus’ view, or rather, the
view he sets forth, is to begin with his terminology. John’s term for the will is
0énots. The terms the ancients had used for the will werempoaipeots and
BovAnats. Oéraus is formed analogously to these terms. Bovleofar means
‘to will, to want’, but in philosophical language at least from Plato onwards
‘to rationally desire’. Hence BodAnats is used to refer to a particular rational
desire, a desire of reason, as opposed to a non-rational desire, a desire which
arises in one perhaps independently of one’s reason. ButBovinous also comes
to be used for the ability or faculty in virtue of which one has, or forms, such
rational desires, perhaps even for the disposition to have or form such desires.
The same with mpoaipeots. mpoarpeiahar means ‘to choose’; mpoaipeats is
used to refer to a particular choice, but also comes to be used to refer to a
disposition to make certain choices and, finally, to one’s ability and dispos-
ition quite generally to make choices. é0élew or éleww means ‘to want’, a
0élnous is one’s wanting something or other, a particular want or wish one
has, but the term, analogously to fodAyats and mpoaipeots, can be used to
refer to one’s ability and disposition to will things quite generally. The
question is why John of Damascus uses this term, rather than either of the
old terms. The reason for this by no means is that for John of Damascus, as
for many in antiquity, #énous is just a more colloquial variant of BovAnats.
Nor is it that #éAnats and its cognates have the authority of New Testament
use. It is rather that it is crucial for John’s theory that certain beings, namely
God and Christ have a will, but make no choices. So the termmpoaipeats as
a general term for the will, covering God’s will, would be highly misleading.
But it is also crucial to John’s theory that all created rational beings have to
make choices, and that making choices presupposes rationally willing things.
Hence the term BovAnats would be misleading. Though it would cover the
case of God who wills things, it would not do justice to the fact that the will of
creatures involves two distinct functions, the ability to rationally desire
things, and the further ability to make choices to satisfy one’s rational desires.
It should be noted that for John of Damascus the will is not to be identfied
with the ability to make choices, neither in general, nor in the case of created
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rational beings, nor even just the case of human beings. The termfé)nous in
part is chosen precisely to mark this.

John of Damascus assumes, following a long Platonist tradition, that
reality divides into an intelligible world and a sensible world. The intelligible
world is inhabited by intellects, the sensible world by bodies, some of them
living bodies, for instance animals with a non-rational soul. Human beings
straddle the two worlds in having an intellect and a body. In this way they
have a privileged position. Now according to John of Damascus all intellects
have a will. This may seem curious to us, but if it does, it is because we have a
rather ‘intellectualistic’ view of the intellect or of reason. We think of reason
in purely cognitive terms, and perhaps even in purely instrumental terms.
This is not how the ancients thought of the intellect or of reason. I have
already alluded to the fact that at least from Plato onwards most ancient
philosophers thought that the intellect or reason has its own desires, its own
specific form of desire, namely BodAnois. The intellect is thought to do
things, namely for instance, to contemplate the truth; it is thought to enjoy
doing this, and hence to will or rationally desire to do this. We have to
remember that for many ancient philosophers intellects do not just exist as
the capacities of some corporeal organism but by themselves, with a life of
and on their own. In this light we more easily understand the assumption that
all intellects have a will.

For John of Damascus, as opposed to most Platonists, the most radical
divide is not that between the intelligible world and the sensible world, but the
divide between God and his creation, and this creation contains both the
intellects other than God and the visible world. Correspondingly there is
supposed to be a radical difference between God’s intellect and his will and
created intellects and their will. John of Damascus marks this distinction by
calling created intellects, or beings with a created intellect, ‘rational’
(oywkdv), as opposed to ‘intellectual’ (voepov), though he does not always
consistently maintain this distinction in terminology. A being may be intel-
lectual without being rational in this sense. A being, in virtue of being
intellectual, has a will; a being, in virtue of being rational, has a certain
kind of will, namely the will in virtue of which it can make choices, the
choices a rational being has to make. John explains in Expos. 2. 27 what it
is to be rational, rather than merely intellectual:

of the rational one aspect (or part) is the theoretical @ewpnyTirov), the other the
practical (mparTirkov); theoretical is that which understands how things are, practical
is that which is deliberative (BovAevTikdv), that which determines for things to be
done the way they should be. And one calls the theoretical aspect (or part) intellect
(vo¥s), but the practical reason (\6yos).

Part of the background of this is the Platonist view that the intellect contem-
plates eternal truth, but that the rational soul not only contemplates the
truth, but also concerns itself with ordering the visible world in such a way
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as to reflect eternal truth; which, at least in the case of a soul like the human
soul, involves it in Aoytouol and deliberation.

To better understand how John of Damascus sees this, we have to take into
account that for John of Damascus, as opposed to most Platonists, all
intellects, apart from the divine intellect, are created and for this reason
rational in such a way as to engage in deliberation and choice. It is not just
human beings which are rational in this way, but also angels and demons (cf.
Exp. 2. 27, last paragraph), that is, all created intellects. Not being God, but
created beings, they lack the perfection of God, in this case specfically God’s
omnipotence and omniscience. God’s willing something BovAecfar) is tan-
tamount to its being the case, for there is nothing to stand in the way of his
will. But created beings have limited abilities, both in the sense that they do
not have abilities for everything, and in the sense that, even if they have the
ability for something, this ability might be limited. Thus a created intellect
may will something, but not have the ability to attain, or to realize, what
he wills. But even if he has this ability, he has to figure out whether and
how he might attain or realize what he wills. This might be a complex and
tedious task. Given its complexity, it is possible for one to go wrong at many
points along the way. To avoid mistakes, one has to go about it with great
care.

Now, it also is of relevance that John of Damascus in this context empha-
sizes that all created beings, having been created, are subject to change and
thus to corruption and ultimately destruction. They areTpemrd, as John of
Damascus puts it (Exp. 2. 27). There is nothing about their nature which
guarantees their continued existence. Thus human souls are not by nature
immortal; they are, being created, as far as their nature is concerned, subject
to corruption and destruction. Now physical objects are subject to corruption
by being subject to physical change. But rational beings are turnable, subject
to corruption by turning one way rather than another in their choices, or the
way they make choices (kara mpoaipeow, Exp. 2. 27; 960C). They may
make the right choice, but they also may make the wrong choice. And if
they make the wrong choice, corruption sets in. One wrong choice gives rise
to another, and quickly one’s ability to make choices is completely corrupt. It
may be worth noting, though this is not the place to pursue this in detail, that
it is an old theorem of ancient philosophy that all things which come into
being also pass away. It is also relevant that Plato in the myth of creation in
the Timaeus qualifies this theorem to the effect that all the things the Demi-
urge creates, though they, as far as their nature is concerned, are subject to
corruption and destruction, will not pass away, since the Demiurge orders
and arranges things in such a way that they will not get destroyed. In
Christian authors from an early point onwards, for instance in Origen, we
find the idea that all created beings as such are liable to corruption and
destruction, an idea expressed by using the very term John of Damascus
uses, 7pe7776v; we also find this very term used, for instance, in Origen,
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to refer to the ‘moral’ corruptibility of rationality, and we also find the
connection between the two ideas that the corruptibility of rationality has
its source in the creation of rational beings out of nothing.

It is important to get at least somewhat clearer about this complicated
matter. God created beings whose being consists either wholly or partially in
their rationality. This rationality, not being divine, does not have the perfec-
tion of the divine intellect; it is limited. Being created, it is subject to change
and thus also to corruption. There cannot be a created being which by its
nature is incorruptible. Thus even God cannot create such a being. But what
he can do, and what he does do, is create rational beings in such a way that
they are able not to get corrupted, though they are corruptible. Now the
change of physical objects is such that, though ultimately it involves their
destruction, it, to a large extent, at least from the perspective of the object, is
neutral, neither for the better nor for the worse for the object. But change in
one’s rationality does seem to be for the better or the worse. It is a matter of
progressing or regressing in one’s understanding and knowledge, a matter
of progressing or regressing in developing an attitude towards things which is
adequate to them, does justice to them. Thus the rationality we have been
endowed with at creation is good enough to avoid mistakes and to make the
right choices. But it changes for better or worse. And, of course, it does not
change by itself. It changes by the way we make use of it. It improves as we
manage to avoid mistakes and to make the right choices. In doing so our
understanding and knowledge increases, we form the right habits in going
about deciding matters. It correspondingly deteriorates if, due to lack of care,
we make mistakes. In this way, we not only have control over our rational
activity, but also, indirectly, over the state of our rationality, whether it
improves or deteriorates. We, for instance, can get better and better at
making the right choices. Thus we can perfect our rationality in such a way
that it becomes our second nature to make the right choices. But this ‘second
nature’ is not a real nature. It can never be our real nature to make the right
choices unfailingly. For our rationality is created and thus turnable. And it
remains so, however much we manage to perfect it. It always as such remains
liable to corruption. So it is by an act of divine grace that rational beings,
having reached a certain state of perfection of their rationality, as a reward as
it were for their involving themselves in the appropriate way in the perfection
of their rationality, are made to be no longer liable to corruption, and thus
become immortal and divine, able to enjoy a life of eternal bliss. Short of such
an act of divine grace we would get a view as we seem tofind it in Origen,
according to which created intellects forever can rise and fall, however far
they have risen. This raises the question why God did not create the rational
beings in such a way and arrange things in such a way right from the start
that, though corruptible, they would not in fact get corrupted. The answer
would seem to be that they would not have deserved their immortality and
divinity.
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It is a crucial part of John’s view, then, that the rationality with which we
have been endowed in creation does enable us to get things right and to make
the right choices. It is not imperfect in the sense that it is so insuficient that we
are bound in some cases to make a mistake, because we are just not sufi-
ciently equipped to deal with such complicated cases. We are created with all
the knowledge and all the right attitudes we need to deal with any case we
might encounter, if we apply ourselves appropriately. But it also is crucial
that the rationality we are created with is imperfect in the sense that it admits
of perfection, and that we have been given control over our rational activity.
For instance, we know what it is to think properly, and can make the required
efforts to do so.

There is a detail here which is of sufficient general importance and of
relevance to our topic not to be passed over in silence altogether, though it
is of such complexity that it cannot be dealt with here. When I talk about the
rationality with which we have been endowed at creation, I am not talking
about the rationality with which each of us after the Fall is born. When the
Fathers talk about the creation of Adam, or thefirst human beings, and with
them of mankind, they do not talk about the creation of an infant, but about
the creation of a mature human being which ab initio is endowed with
everything it needs to do right, to make the right choices. In this sense
mankind at creation was endowed with a sufficient degree of rationality,
wisdom, and virtue. But this does not mean that we, after the Fall, are born
with this rationality, wisdom, and virtue. There is agreement that all of us
who are affected by the Fall are born in a condition or in a situation in which
our rationality will be severely limited and more or less seriously damaged.
Precisely how this is thought to come about depends on the view one takes of
the origin of the soul. But on the view which became dominant, namely the
view that each soul is created by Godad hoc at conception, or at least at birth,
the soul does not benefit from the wisdom and virtue with which Adam’s soul
was endowed from its very beginning when mankind was created. This invites
the view that the soul which is created after the Fall is created endowed with
reason and hence a will, but not with the knowledge and the virtue with which
Adam’s soul was endowed. And this in turn invites the view that the soul is
created without knowledge, let alone wisdom and virtue, but rather given the
mere capacity to know and to will or to choose. It is noteworthy that John of
Damascus, like the Greek Fathers in general, in comparison for instance to
Augustine, is rather reticent about the effect of the Fall on the capacities of
the soul.

John of Damascus assumes, then, that created rational beings, because
created out of nothing, rather than having proceeded from God, are ‘turn-
able’, corruptible, but also perfectible, in their rationality. Since their ration-
ality crucially involves deliberation and choice, they are corruptible in the
way they make choices. Now John of Damascus closely connects the two
features of being rational (\oytk6v) and being turnable (tpemrrév) with a
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further feature, the feature of being avrefovaiov, of having control over
what one does, of determining oneself what one does. Exp. 2. 27 starts out
with the claim ‘Now we say that the feature of being adreéovoios is an
immediate concomitant of being rational. For everything which is generated
also is subject to corruption.” And the last paragraph of Exp. 2. 27 begins:
‘One has to recognize that the angels, too, being rational, areavTefovotot,
and because they are created, turnable.” We have to be clear about the precise
nature of this third feature and its relation to rationality and to turnability.
The term adTefovaros seems to be of Stoic origin. It occurs repeatedly in
Musonius and frequently in Epictetus. It is taken up by Christian authors; we
find it already in Justin Martyr, Tatian, and then frequently, for instance in
Origen. It is standardly rendered by ‘freedom of will’ or ‘freedom of choice’.
Already Rufinus had translated Origen in this way. But this seems highly
misleading in general, and it is misleading in John of Damascus.

John of Damascus (Exp. 2. 27) explains ‘a being, being rational, will be in
charge or control (kUpiov) of what it does and adTefovarov. And this is why
non-rational beings are not avrefovoia.” This suggests that the character of
being adTefovoios is closely connected with, or even to be identified with,
one’s having some control over what one is doing. And this control is linked
to one’s rationality. It is because of one’s rationality that one has some
control over what one is doing. And this is due to the fact that rationality,
as opposed to intellectuality, essentially has a practical aspect. Its very
function is to determine what one is to do. Non-rational beings do not have
this kind of control over what they are doing. They, in an important sense, do
not act at all, but are made to do what they do. An animal sees an appetizing
object. The object triggers an appetite in the animal and, given this appetite,
the animal cannot but move after the object. The right thing to say here is not
that the animal has no choice but to move after the object, but that the animal
has no choice. It does not move by rational choice, but is made to move by
something outside it. For if it moved by choice it would have some control
over what it is doing. Perhaps this is intuitively clearer, if we adopt an
originally Stoic way of looking at the matter. According to the Stoics, both
animals and rational creatures are meant to display a certain kind of behav-
iour as part of the divine general order of things. But animals are created in
such a way that they in general will display the desired kind of behaviour,
because their response to a situation isfixed by the situation and the way they
have been constructed. The animal is constructed in such a way that, if itfinds
itself in a situation in which there is appropriate food for it, then, if it needs
food, it will find it and go after it. Its appetite is just part of the mechanism to
ensure that animals, when needed, go after food. By contrast, rational beings
are meant to do what they do, not because things have been set up in such a
way as to make them display the desired behaviour, but because they of their
own accord want to act in this way; because of their understanding of and
attitude towards things, they choose to act in this way. This is why they have
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been given rationality. And because of their rationality, their response to a
situation is not fixed by the situation and the way they have been constructed
and created. It is, rather, crucially determined by their rationality. Now it is
true that they have been created rational, but it also is the case that, as we
have seen, and as John of Damascus is emphasizing, this rationality is turn-
able, subject to change. But we have control over the way it does change.
What we think about something is not just a matter of the thing we think
about and our intellectual ability, but also of the care and the attention with
which we think about it. So how we behaviourally respond to a situation also
depends on the way we think about it, and the way we think about it depends
on the care with which we think about it. It is in this way that we, in being
rational, are adTefovoior. We are in control of what we are doing, rather
than being made to do what we are doing by something outside us to which,
given the way we have been constructed or created, we can only respond to in
one particular way. That we have this control shows itself paradigmatically in
the fact that we can do what we do, because we want to do it, because we
choose to do it, when, if we had not chosen to do it, it would not have been
done by us.

Actually this way of presenting John’s view is not quite correct. It is true
that John repeatedly contrasts human beings and animals in that human
beings at least are supposed to guide nature, whereas animals are guided or
led by nature in their behaviour. In presenting the matter this way I am
emphasizing the fact that animal behaviour is fixed, as it were, by factors
outside the particular animal, its circumstances and its genetic origin, here
collectively referred to as ‘nature’. But even in the animal case John of
Damascus distinguishes between behaviour which has its origin in the animal
itself, because the animal, given its nature, is inclined towards it, and behav-
iour which is forced upon the animal by something outside it. For even in the
animal case John, like Aristotle, distinguishes between ‘voluntary’ and ‘in-
voluntary’ behaviour. So the crucial difference here is not the difference
between having one’s behaviour forced upon oneself and its having its origin
in one’s own inclinations, but between one’s behaviour in one’s non-rational
inclinations over which the animal has no control, or in one’s inclinations
over which one has some control, because one is rational.

It seems to me to be a mistake, though, to identify the feature of being
avTefovorov with the freedom of the will, or the freedom of choice, let alone
the freedom of choice understood in the sense that whatever the circum-
stances or the situation, and whatever the state of our soul, that is to say the
state of our rationality and the state of our disposition to have non-rational
desires, we can always choose to act in a given way, but also choose not to act
in this way. That this is not what John of Damascus has in mind seems to me
to be clear from the following. John of Damascus also applies the term
avTefovaios to God. Given that God does not make any choices, the basic
meaning of avTefovarov cannot be ‘able to freely choose’, let alone ‘be able
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to freely choose’ in the sense ‘being equally able to choose not to do some-
thing when one, in fact, chooses to do something’. For even if God
made choices, they would be free, not because God could equally make a
different choice, but because whatever choice God would make, it would not
be a choice he is made to make. For God, given his goodness, will not and
cannot make any other choices than he does. This is not a matter of an
inability or some limitation. Let alone does it mean that his choices are forced
upon him by some necessity. Now, John of Damascus, closely following
Maximus the Confessor (cf. Pyrrh. 324D ff.) in one place (Exp. 3. 14 = 58.

122 K) tells us that the term adTeéovoros is homonymous. It is one thing for
God to be avTefovoios, another for angels, and another for human beings.
In the case of God the term applies superessentially @mepovoiws). That is to

say that it is of the very essence of God that he isadTefovaios, but in such a

way that he is not just another thing which is adTeéovoios, but rather the

source and the paradigm of all avTeéovoioTys, as is the case with God’s
goodness. In the preceding paragraph, John had talked about the way
avTefovaios applies to Christ as God. God does what is good. But there is
nothing to force doing this upon him. And there is nothing which forced this
upon him by giving him this nature such that, given this nature and/or this
situation, he is forced to do what is good. For being God, he by nature is
good, is the Creator, is divine, rather than having this imposed on him by
something antecedent. The central idea then is that whatever God does is not
forced upon him. This is the paradigm of adTeovaiéTys. There is homo-

nymy, because God cannot but do what he does, namely what is good. But
this is not because this is forced upon him from the outside, either by
something in the situation or something which gave him this nature. Nor
does he have a need for any rational control over what he does. For by his
very nature he will not do but what is good. There is no choice. A fortiori,

there is no freedom of choice, let alone a ‘libertarian’ kind of freedom. There
rather is the feature of the person doing what he does without its being forced
upon him, and the feature of what he does that it is not something which he is
forced to do. So we rather are dealing with a certain kind of freedom in and of
what one does. This is the paradigmatic case.

If we turn to the homonymous, derived case of created rational beings, the
situation is different. Their adTefovoioTys takes a different form which is an
image, something derivate, of its paradigm. They, not being by their very
nature good, as they are not God, are not guaranteed to do what is good. But
they also, being God’s creatures, are not by their very nature guaranteed to
do what is evil. This would be incompatible with God’s goodness in creating
them. Whether they do good or evil is not forced on them by their nature
which has been imposed on them by something else. Nor is it forced on them
by the situation, or a combination of their situation and their nature. For in
the same situation different rational beings behave quite differently. Rather
they have control over what they do. They most importantly have control
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over their actions. But this is a certain kind of freedom of action, of what one
does, not the freedom of choice. It is true that a certain kind of freedom of
choice crucially is involved in this freedom of action. For, if the choice to act
in this way were forced on them, then the action itself indirectly would be
forced on them. But what one can say about choice in relation to action, one
can equally say about other things a rational being does in relation to its
choice. It comes to think about a situation in a certain way. If it did not think
about this situation in this way, it would not make this choice. That it thinks
about the situation in this way is not forced upon it by something in the
situation or in its nature, or both. For, if the thought were forced upon it, to
that extent also the choice and the action would be forced upon it. But the
thought is not forced upon it. The way it thinks about the situation depends
on the care with which it thinks about it and the way it has developed its
ability to think about situations. In Exp. 2. 22 (= 36. 90 ff. K) John explicitly
says that one freely (avTefovaiws) rationally desires, freely inquires, freely
considers, freely deliberates, freely judges, freely takes an dfective attitude
towards something, for instance consents, freely chooses, freely is impelled
towards something, freely acts. It is true that for John the freedom of choice
in the sense indicated has a privileged position in this list. This is why he can
say Exp. 3. 14 (= 58. 56 ff. K) that there are three forms of life, the vegetative,
the sensitive, and the intellectual or rational, and that there are certain
motions, activities, doings characteristic of each form of life, for instance
growth of vegetative life, motion on impulse of sensitive life, but free
(avTefovoros) motion of intellectual or rational life. But, he says, if any
motion of an intellectual or rational being is of this kind, it is its willing
something (énous), that is, in the case of rational beings, for instance
humans, choosing something. There are various reasons for this privileged
position of choice. It is choice which distinguishes created intellectual beings,
that is, rational beings, from God on the one hand, and animals on the other.
If we also take into account John’s doctrine of providence, it turns out that
John is following a long tradition in Christian thought, already manifest in
Origen, based in part on Stoicism, and in part on St Paul, according to which
our action, as opposed to what we ordinarily think, is not as free as our
choice, since it, even in ideal circumstances, would not come to fruition
without at least divine cooperation. So we may choose to act in a certain
way, but it is a matter of God’s will and providence whether we manage to. If
we do, it is perhaps because he acts through us, because in this regard we are
his agents, because at least in some regard we do his will. We do not do his
will in murdering somebody, but it perhaps is the case that we cannot but do
his will in killing somebody. By contrast, it is at least questionable whether
one could, in making the wrong choice, be doing God’s will. Moreover, all the
different things a rational being may be doing, apart from engaging in
contemplation and theoretical inquiry, have as their natural end point a
choice which results in action. So choice has a privileged place in the life of
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arational being. But this does not mean that theadTeéovarovinvolved in it is
the freedom specifically of choice. It is the sort of freedom which quite
generally characterizes all the doings which are characteristic of a rational
being, or rational activity, and thus also of choice. For the same reason it is
also not specifically the freedom of the will in general, though one freely wills
and freely wants or chooses. For one equally freely theoretically inquires.4
Sortiori, adTefovaidbTs is not the freedom of the will or the freedom of
choice in the ‘libertarian’ sense. John of Damascus clearly takes the view (cf.
Exp. 2. 22) that one’s choice may be or even is settled by one’s judgement
(kpiots) and one’s consent (yvaun). If, upon deliberating the matter of how
to attain an end one wills, one has come to the judgement that a certain course
of action is the indicated way to attain the end, and if onefinds that the idea
of pursuing one’s end in this way is to one’s liking, one will choose to act in
the indicated way. This does not make the choice one which is forced upon
one by something else, by something in the situation, or by God who has
given one this nature; it rather is the natural consequence of one’s judgement
and one’s consent, over both of which one has some control. But, given this
judgement and given this consent, one could not choose otherwise in this
situation. One’s rationality could have taken a diferent disposition, in which
case one might have judged otherwise and not consented. But this is an
entirely different matter.

That the freedom in question is not the freedom of the will or the freedom
of choice is not affected by John of Damascus’ claim that the term
avTefovaiov in the case of human beings does not refer to quite the same
feature, is not used in quite the same way, as in the case of angels. The case of
human beings is complicated by the fact that human beings have a body.
Their having a body gives rise to non-rational desires. Hence human beings
not only need to be in control of their rational activity, but also of their body
and their non-rational desires. To have this control they need to be able to
choose not to act on their bodily desires, not to have it forced upon them by a
desirable object to go after it. This is a problem angels do not face. And there
is another problem angels do not face. They do not have to be able to resist
the temptation of the devil and the demons. All this means, though, is that we
have to exercise our abilities for the various rational functions with even more
care to maintain a firm control over them, and that reason not only has
control over itself and its activities, but also over the body and its motions.
The latter point matters particularly to John of Damascus, because he thinks
that human souls are more in the image of God than angels precisely because
they rule over something other than themselves.

So God created rational beings and thus also human beings in such a way
that they are advrefovoror, that they have some kind of freedom in their
activity, because their activity is not forced upon them and because they have
some control over what they are doing. They are not in what they are doing
the victims of their circumstances or their nature or the combination of both.
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They, in what they are doing, are determined by their own rationality, and the
state of their rationality, though not its nature, is crucially their own, because
of their own doing. The freedom in question shows itself in particular in their
choice. They are free in their choice. I have already said something negatively
about what this does not mean. But I now need to say more about this, both
negatively and positively.

It is often said that freedom in choice is freedom of choice, and this is taken
to mean that we are free to choose between good and evil, that we are free to
choose the good, but also to choose the evil. In good part this is due to the
way we think about choice. We think of choice as a matter of considering two
or more, at least prima facie, viable options with their pros and cons, and
then choosing between them. And if we actually have several options and
thus a choice, there seems to be a sense in which we are free to choose between
the options. And since in general we make the choice at least in part on the
basis of which option we deem better or worse, we also think that in crucial
cases of choice we either opt for the good or for the bad. I doubt whether this
is a good way of looking at things. If T want, or choose, to tell you the truth
about John of Damascus, as well as I can in my circumstances and with my
abilities, it is not that it ever came to my mind to consider the possibility not to
tell you the truth. But this does not mean that I do not want to, or choose,
to tell you the truth, as well as I can. For it to be a choice there has to be an
alternative possibility. The alternative possibility is not to tell you the truth.
But for me to act by choice, I do not have to have considered, or even thought
of, this alternative. If I choose an apple, there has to be a variety of items, for
instance apples, to choose from. But I do not have to consider the various
items to choose from, let alone to reject them all but one. I have to choose one
rather than another. If I say that I want this one, I do not mean to say that I
do not like the others. But, however this may be, I do not think that the
ancients or John of Damascus thought of choice in the way we standardly
seem to think of it.

Let us go back to creation. God created rational beings with a set of
abilities which would allow them to do the things he meant them to do, and
this not because things were set up in such a way that they were made to do
them, but because they wanted to, because they chose to do them of their own
accord. Now this presupposes that the world is not arranged in such a way
that, quite independently of what we will and want, it already is a settled
matter what is going to happen in the world, including what we are going to
do in the world. John of Damascus in Exp. 2. 25 argues against this possibil-
ity, especially since there are many, as he claims, who believe that all that
happens in the world is antecedently settled. Obviously he is thinking of
various forms of determinism or fatalism. By contrast he argues that there
are things such that it depends on us (iség’ nuiv) whether they get done by us
or not. More specifically, if we choose to do them, they get done; if we do not
choose to do them, or choose not to do them, they do not get done by us, and
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thus do not happen. So the world must be such that we can do the things we
are meant to do, namely the right things to do, if we choose to. But this
obviously is not enough. We also have to be able to choose to do them. We
have to be able to choose to do what we are meant to do by our own choice.
Now, to assume that we have the ability to choose correctly, at least in the
world of late antiquity, but also in the world of John of Damascus, and
perhaps even in our world, is by no means a trivial assumption. It is to rule
out the possibility that at least in the state of creation one’s ability to make the
right choice was not pre-empted by the fact that the wrong action was forced
on us anyway, independently of what we would have wanted. But it also, and
this is more relevant now, could be pre-empted in another way. One might
assume, as many did assume, that the wrong choice can be forced on us. One
might think, for instance, that the planets or other questionable powers, or
the devil, are so powerful as to be able to make us choose the wrong thing.
Against this background it is a substantial claim to say that, at least in the
state we are created in, we are able to make the right choice, that we have been
given all the abilities we need to be able to make the right choice, that there is
no power in the world which can force the wrong choice on us. To say this is
not at all to say that we have been given the ability to choose between the
right and the wrong thing to do, such that we might, by virtue of this ability,
choose the right thing, but also by virtue of this ability choose the wrong
thing. It is true that we have not been given a nature such as always to choose
the right thing, but we at least have been given the ability, or rather the
abilities which enable us, always to choose the right thing, though this often
might be quite difficult. That it is also possible for us not to choose the right,
but the wrong thing, is not due to the ability we have been given, but due to
the fact that the proper exercise of the ability is often dfficult, requires a great
deal of care and devotion to the task, that our rationality is subject to change
and corruption, that we can be distracted, and due to many other factors.
Looking at John of Damascus’ account shows us that he does not construe
choice as inherently a choice between two options, the good and the evil.
According to John of Damascus, by the time we come to make a choice,
having deliberated a matter, we are only considering one option, and the only
question is whether this option, a suggested course of action to attain the end
we will or want, is to our liking or not. If it is sufficiently to our liking, we
choose to act in the suggested way. If it is not to our liking, we do not choose
to act in this way. This is not the same as to choose not to act in this way. And
John of Damascus does not say that, if the suggested action is not to our
liking, we choose not to act in this way. Nor is there any reason why he should
say this. He has reason to say that, if we sufficiently dislike the proposed
course of action, we choose not to follow it. For he wants to account for
choice, and if there is a choice, it is either a choice to pursue the suggested
course of action or a choice not to pursue the suggested course of action. And
so he needs an explanation as to how one might come to choose not to act in
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the suggested way. This is particularly important, because it plays a crucial
role in his account of how we are not bound to act on inordinate non-rational
desires. On his view we block them by choosing not to act this way. But the
only resource his account offers for explaining this is that we sufficiently
dislike the course of action suggested by the non-rational desire. But we
may neither sufficiently like nor sufficiently dislike a proposed course of
action. Hence, if we do not choose to act in this way, this does not mean
that we have to choose not to act in this way. There may be no choice at all.
Moreover, if there is a choice, though it will be a choice to act in this way or a
choice not to act in this way, it will not be a choice between the two alterna-
tives. For one’s choice, on John’s view, is a matter of whether one suficiently
likes or sufficiently dislikes a proposed course of action. But taking a liking or
taking a disliking to a course of action is not as such a choice. John’s account
does leave space for the possibility of considering various options in the
course of deliberation. But, on his account, by the time we come to choose,
they all could have been eliminated, not by choice, but by some other rational
activity. So I take it that for John choice is not a choice between two or more
options, let alone between the good and the evil, though choice presupposes
that there is an alternative option, at least in the form of not pursuing thefirst
option.

So, given what I have said so far, the freedom with which we are created is
not the freedom to make the right choice or the wrong choice. It is rather the
freedom to do what one is meant to do in the sense that one has the ability to
do it, and that one’s ability to do it is not pre-empted by the fact that it is
forced upon one not to do it. It moreover is the freedom to choose to do what
one is meant to do (one is meant to do what one is meant to do of one’s own
choice), in the sense that one has the ability to choose to do what one is meant
to do and that this ability is not pre-empted by the fact that it is forced upon
one to choose not to do it. This, then, is the freedom of choice with which we
originally have been created. It should be clear that this does not amount to
the freedom either to do what we are meant to do or to do what we are not
meant to do. God, for instance, did not guarantee that we would always be
able to do what we are not meant to do, or to choose to do what we are not
meant to do. Nor does it mean that the freedom with which human beings
have been created will always be retained. But before we turn to this, we
should first consider how, according to John of Damascus, rational beings do
make choices, and what in the state in which they have been created would
enable them to make the right choices, to do what they are meant to do from
choice.

Perhaps the most important piece of evidence for John’s account of how
we come to make a choice is found in Exp. 2. 22 (36. 71ff. K). But there are
parallels offered by Exp. 3. 14 and De duabus voluntatibus 18 bis (148 Bff. M).
It may also be of some help to compare Barlaam and Ioasaph 11. 132-3,
though this text clearly draws on the first passage from the Exposition just
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referred to. Now it is well known and obvious that, for the distinctions which
John draws in his account, he relies on Maximus the Confessor (cf. Ad
Marinum 13 Bff.). But it is to be noted that many of these distinctions, and
most of the terms to mark the distinctions, are already there in Nemesius De

nat. hom. 2. 33) and hence, not surprisingly, also to be found in texts like
Meletius’ De natura hominis. So we have to wonder how original Maximus
Confessor is in this regard. Absolutely crucial for this account, it seems to me,
is that any choice presupposes that there are things which we will, rationally
desire (BovMoes). There is no choosing or wanting without a willing. All
intellectual beings will things, but rational beings in the narrow sense of the
term then, at least as a rule, have to make a choice to attain what they will, if it
is attainable. Now rational beings can perfectly reasonably and appropriately
will something which, though, is not within their reach, which however they
might try, they cannot attain. They also, quite unreasonably and inappropri-
ately, can will something which is, or is not, within their reach. So there in
principle is the possibility of a discrepancy between what they will and what
they actually can do: (i) they will something, but they lack the ability to do
any of the things which would lead to the attainment of what one wills;
(i1) they will something, but all or some of the things they could do to attain
what they will are things they are not meant to do, are, though real options,
not legitimate options. Hence, if we will something, it requires some thought
as to whether we can do anything to attain what we will, and if so, what the
different options are, if there should be more than one, and whether they are
acceptable. It is on the basis of these considerations that we make a choice
and act from choice. The way John of Damascus, following Maximus, tries to
analyse the whole process which begins with one’s having a rational desire
(BovAnats) and leads to a choice and, beyond the choice, to an action and its
conclusion is this. We first of all (i) have to consider whether what we will in
principle is the sort of thing which it is in our power, or up to us, to attain.
This sort of consideration according to John is called {)7nots or oréfus.

Given a positive answer, we can then proceed to (ii) counsel or deliberation
(BouM), Bovevais). We know that we can attain what we want, but we now
have to deliberate whether we should pursue that matter to attain what we
want or not (cf. 36. 76-7 K). From this deliberation John explicitly distin-
guishes (cf. efra 36. 77 K) a third step: (iii) we have to form a judgement
(kpiots), as to which of the possible options is the best to pursue. There is a
question here as to what the options in question are supposed to be and as to
the sense of ‘the best’ (10 kpeiTTov). If we distinguish between deliberation
and judgement as two distinct parts of the process, it would seem that
deliberation is supposed to settle the question whether or not we want to do
something or other to attain what we will. The view seems to be that the
process only continues if this question is settled positively. So the options in
question in coming to a judgement cannot include the option of not doing
anything. They rather must be the different courses of action which might be
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open to one to attain what one wills. And the judgement as to the best must be
ajudgement as to the relative merits of the diferent courses of action to attain

the end which one can think of. That it is judged the best is, hence, perfectly
compatible with its being bad and even with one’s thought that it is bad. It is
just the best by comparison. Fortunately it is not the judgement which
decides one’s choice and one’s action. For that we need (iv) the yvaun,

that is we have to be favourably disposed Gtariferar) towards the envisaged

action, we have to love it (G¢yamav). We are told that we may judge a course
of action to be the best, but fail to like it. It is only if we like it that we will
choose the course of action. In Burgundio of Pisa’s translationyvaun is

rendered by ‘sententia’. This seems to correspond to the use of the word
‘sense’ in which we to the present day might say of a group which has not yet
formally decided a course of action that it is the sense of the group that one
ought to proceed in such-and-such a way. In Thomas Aquinas (e.g. Summa

theologica 11.1, q. 15 a. 1) yvdun is understood as constituting ‘consent’.

With this a crucial connection to Augustine’s doctrine, but also implicitly to
Stoic doctrine, is established. In Stoic doctrine choice is a matter of a simple
act of assent to a thought (pavracia). But this single assent involves both
the acceptance of a proposition (that the thing to do is to act in this way) as
true and the acceptance of one’s attitude towards this proposition rdlected

in the way one thinks of the proposition. This single assent in John of
Damascus seems to be split up into the assent constituted by the judgement
and the consent constituted by the attitude one takes to the content of the
judgement. Depending on one’s disposition we, then, get (v) a choice
(mpoaipeats) or selection or election (€mrtdoy ). John of Damascus explains
that it is a matter of choosing or electing one thing rather than another. Here
the two options are to take the course of action or not to take it. To choose is
to choose to do it or to choose not to do it, when it is an option not to do it or
to do it respectively. Having made a choice, one is (vi) impelled towards
action, and this is called an ‘impulse’ (6 pu). That is, we are actually trying to
do, set out to do, what we have chosen to do. That this is what we have chosen
to do does not necessarily mean that we actually manage to do it. But it does
mean, according to John of Damascus, that we actually move to do it, try to
do it. In doing what one does, one (vii) makes use (yp70ts) of one’s ability to

desire things, for instance one’s ability to have a non-rational appetite for
something, or an aversion against something (cf. De duab. volunt. 18bis,

149 C). Thus one’s action may constitute a good use or a misuse of one’s
desiderative abilities. Having availed oneself of them, the desire which mo-
tivated the action subsides. This is the very sketchy, but detailed account of
choice Latin medieval philosophers were particularly interested in. Unfortu-
nately I here do not have the space to work out its details. I should just note
that John of Damascus at least presents the matter in such a way as to suggest
that we are dealing with a sequence of episodes in a process, as if there were
all these things we had to do before we could do something by choice. But
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we should also note that matters even in John of Damascus’ mind must be a
lot more complicated. For clearly he does not think that one’s action is
something different from one’s use of one’s abilities to desire things. And
there is at least a question whether he does not think that the choice itself
constitutes an impulse. So we should at least consider the possibility
that John of Damascus presents things as if they formed a temporal sequence
for reasons of exposition to point out at how many places things could
go wrong and hence at how many places we had a chance to avoid wrong-
doing.

The next question to ask is what it is about human beings in the state they
have been created in which is supposed to enable them always to make the
right choices. John of Damascus tells us (Exp. 2. 12 = 26. 37ff. K) that God
created man to be of such a nature as to be able not to sin GraudpryTov),
explaining immediately that this does not mean that man does not admit of
sinning, but that it is not part of the nature of human beings to sin, but a
matter of their choice. They have the ability €€ovaoia) to stay in the good
state they have been created in and to advance in perfection. Now the reason
why rational beings have to make the choices in thefirst place is that they are
not omniscient, that they are lacking in knowledge and understanding Exp.
2. 22 = 36. 100-1 K). So God must have endowed them at their creation at
least with the knowledge and understanding which would allow them to
make the right choices. It helps at this point to keep in mind that it is the
view of Plato, Aristotle, the Stoics, and their later followers that it is consti-
tutive of the intellect and reason to dispose of a basic knowledge and under-
standing of the world. Hence God does not create the angels or Adam with a
mind which is a tabula rasa, but with a mind which has the requisite general
knowledge and understanding to be able to act reasonably. Obviously, to
have this general knowledge is not yet actually to know what to do in the
particular situation in which one finds oneself. The individual has to supply
the further thought which is needed for this. It is here that things can go
wrong, but the task is not beyond natural human intellectual ability. Man in
creation has been given this cognitive ability. But choice is not just a matter of
cognition. Even the fact that one judges that a certain course of action is the
best one available in a given situation does not in itself suffice in choosing this
course of action. There must be some inclination, some desire, to act in this
way. To make the right choices one also must be able to be inclined towards,
to have some desire for doing, the right things. And John of Damascus,Exp.
2.22(36. 51 ff. K) tells us that the soul has sown into it as part of its nature an
ability to desire what is appropriate for something of the nature of the living
being, an ability to hold together all those things which are constitutive of the
being of something of this nature, namely the will. So to have a will is to
be able to desire what is appropriate, to be concerned with one’s integrity.
Note that here the will is characterized as the ability to desire what it is good
for one to desire, rather than as the ability to desire what it is good for one to
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desire or to desire what it is bad for one to desire. The will essentially is an
ability to be inclined to the good, to be inclined, to begin with, towards what
furthers one in one’s being and integrity, and against what is detrimental to
one’s being and integrity, what leads to corruption and destruction. John of
Damascus does not say that one, as part of one’s nature, desires what it is
good to desire. He just says that, as part of one’s nature, one is able to desire
what it is good for one to desire. But there is the clear suggestion that one
naturally would desire what it is good for one to desire, and that if one does
not, one somewhere must have made a mistake, must have lapsed, a mistake
or lapse one could have avoided. But we can say more about how concretely
John of Damascus must conceive of this ability to desire what it is good for
one to desire. As far as rational beings quite generally are concerned, the
source of this ability must lie in this ability to have the right rational desires,
that is the right BovAMoets. And this will be a function of their knowledge and
understanding, in particular their knowledge and understanding of the good.
The better they understand the good the more attractive they willfind it. In

any case, when they come to see something as good or a good, they will
rationally desire it. And this will give rise to deliberation as to how they might
attain it. How good the deliberation and its result is will depend on the
quality of their thinking and the care they expend on it. But the motivation
should come from the fact that one is attracted by the good to be attained by
the proposed course of action, that is, from the rational desire for this good.
So one can see how John of Damascus might think that we are created so as
to be endowed with the ability to make the right choices.

To this we should perhaps add for clarfication that John of Damascus
does not think of a created rational being like Adam as created in a neutral
state from which then, by its own choices, it turns to good or to evil. It is very
clear that John of Damascus thinks of created rational beings as being
already at creation endowed with a certain amount of wisdom and virtue,
set on the path to perfection on which they can continue, though they also can
regress. We also should add that John of Damascus tells us that the divine
commandments are meant to serve as guidance so that in our ignorance we
do not lose the right path.

So far I have been talking about rational beings quite generally. I now have
to turn to the special case of human beings, a special case, since human being
have a body and the non-rational desires which come with having a body.
Human beings not only have to be concerned with their integrity as rational
beings and to exercise the appropriate control over the activity of their
reason, they also have to look after their body and its integrity and to control
the activity, that is primarily the desires, of the non-rational part of the soul
which having a body gives rise to. The responsibility of reason or the intellect
for the body gives rise to two problems. If the body is depleted, this naturally
gives rise to a non-rational desire for food or drink, as it may be. If one’s
physical existence is threatened this naturally gives rise to a non-rational
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desire to avoid physical mutilation or destruction. If one’s body is exhausted
this naturally gives rise to a non-rational desire to sleep. These may be all
perfectly natural and in some sense even ‘reasonable’ desires to have. But they
may be in conflict with the desires of reason. To protect one’s rationality, to
protect oneself as a rational being, and given one’s attachment to the good or
what one conceives of as such, an attachment which is inherent in one’s
rationality, one may think in certain circumstances that it is unreasonable
to act on one’s non-rational desire for food or drink, for sleep, even for
physical survival, if it is detrimental to one’s integrity as a rational being.
Hence the will in the case of rational beings with a body has to involve the
ability to make the right choice even in the face of a non-rational, but
perfectly natural desire to the contrary. A fortiori, given that non-rational
desires may be inordinate and unreasonable, the will has to be such that we
are able to make the right choices, even when presented with unreasonable
desires.

Now, in the state in which man is created, the rational soul rules or governs
the body and the non-rational the desires it gives rise to. For this to work it
must be the case that human beings differ from animals in that, whereas with
animals non-rational desires in themselves constitute an impulse ©pun)
which makes the animal move after something or away from it, in human
beings the presence of the non-rational desire does not as such and by itself
mean that the human being acts as suggested by the desire (nst. elem. 10).
For how the human being acts in the state we are created in is determined by
reason, more specifically the will. Now at this point we also need to take
account of the fact that John of Damascus distinguishes, both in the case of
animals and of human beings, two forms of non-rational desire, appetite
(émbvuia) and aversion (fuwos). The first is a desire for something, the
second a desire against something, the desire to avoid or get rid of something.
In animals, naturally, these two basic forms of desire are directed towards
objects conducive to or detrimental to their physical integrity and well-being.
But in human beings, John of Damascus assumes, following a long tradition
we already encounter in Gregory of Nyssa, these non-rational desires are not
restricted to bodily things, but can extend to everything whatsoever which is
good or bad, or at least is perceived as such. Indeed, John of Damascus tells
us that God gave us these desires to love God and hate the devil. In the state
we are created in, these non-rational desires are meant to feed into the way
the will operates in the following way. As we saw, we have to make a
judgement as to the best course to proceed to attain our objective. But this
judgement does not suffice to produce a choice in favour of the course of
action, unless we take a liking to this course of action. Now this dfective
attitude towards the proposed course of action in the case of human beings is
not just a matter of our rational desires, but also of our non-rational dfect. In
this way the course of action we choose also, in principle, can be a function of
our non-rational love of God and our non-rational aversion to the devil. But,
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equally, in principle, it can be a function of some powerful entirely misguided
non-rational appetite or aversion. Even in the state we are created in, there is
nothing to prevent us from having a non-rational desire which is unreason-
able, though we are entirely reasonable. There is one further matter which we
have to clear up about the way we function as long as we have managed to be
entirely reasonable. Suppose we had a perfectly natural non-rational desire to
eat. How would this get blocked? It would get blocked by a choice not to eat
in these circumstances. But we have a complex account of choice, and it is
part of the interest of this account that it, at least implicitly, claims that one
cannot just make a choice out of the blue. A choice, any choice, presupposes
the prior exercise of any number of abilities, for instance, one’s judgement,
but ultimately one’s ability to form rational desires, BovAfjoets. Now, when
reason does, as it should, govern the body, what we do is determined by
reason. John of Damascus defines an action, properly speaking, as having its
origin in the intellect. This can be understood in a weaker and a stronger
sense. One way of understanding it is this. Reason, if it is not corrupted, will
understand that it is good to provide the body with food, if it is depleted. It is
sensitive to the state of the body and hence aware of whether the body is
depleted. If it is, it will form the rational desire to provide the body with food,
if there is no overriding concern. This rational desire will set in process
deliberation which will end in the choice to eat. On this account one’s eating
has its origin entirely in the intellect. But on this account whatever appetite
for food one may have is entirely irrelevant. How, then, could we provide for
a role for appetite which still is compatible with the claim that action has its
source in the intellect or the rational part of the soul? Here it may be relevant
to refer to a remark in John according to which the activity of one part of the
soul is an affection of the other parts (Exp. 2. 22, second paragraph). I take
this to mean that if we have an appetite for food, which is an activity of the
émifuunTucov, the part of the soul in virtue of which, or in which, we form
appetites, this affects the rational part of the soul and the fuun7ikov. One
way in which it might be thought to affect them is this. Depending on their
disposition, it might produce a desire in them, a non-rational aversion in the
spirited part, but also one or more desires in the rational part. It will be these
different and possibly conflicting desires which will help to determine the
affective attitude we take to a proposed course of action which in turn will
determine our choice. But what matters at this point is that the appetite in a
sufficiently developed reason, other things being equal, would provoke in the
intellect the rational desire to provide the body with food. So one’s eating
would have its origin in reason, in a rational desire, but the non-rational
appetite would serve a double function: it would provoke a rational desire to
eat, if this was appropriate, and it would help to strengthen the dfective
attitude in favour of eating in the face of a possible aversion. In this way, |
take it, non-rational desire is made to play a substantive role in rational
activity and rational behaviour.
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The next question, then, is how we are to imagine that corruption comes
about; with this comes the further question as to what the dfect of corruption
is. John of Damascus clearly focuses on choice as the source of corruption. It
is in choosing that we go wrong. But this does not necessarily mean that we go
wrong in making the wrong choice. This might just be a consequence of
having gone wrong at any place on the way to making a choice. One might
easily make a mistake in one’s judgement as the best course of action
available to one in the circumstances to attain the objective. But things also
may go wrong in forming an affective attitude towards the course of action
envisaged. It is at this point that the non-rational desires come in. And it
would seem to be at this point that insinuations from outside will be most
effective. There is a question not just about the diferent places something
may go wrong, but also as to whether the place at which we make a wrong
choice is particularly privileged, since making a wrong choice is particularly
damaging and corruptive. After all, making the wrong judgement also would
seem to be damaging and corruptive, and open to blame. For if one had gone
about making the judgement with more care, if one had cared more about
making the right judgement, one would have avoided making the wrong
judgement. Still, presumably choice is deemed to have a privileged place,
since it is the choice which in giving rise to an action has a direct impact on the
world and on other human beings, and since, because of its impact, it also in
turn has a special impact on the soul. Be this as it may, a mistake in making a
choice is prejudicial for further mistakes. It affects in a variety of ways the
exercise of the ability in exercising which we made a mistake, but also
the other abilities involved in making a choice. It may, for instance, encour-
age and strengthen the non-rational desires whose presence led to our taking
the wrong affective attitude towards the envisaged course of action, and thus
loosen the grip reason has. It may lead to rationalization of the mistake, if it is
not perceived and acknowledged as such. It thus may have an dfect on what
one regards as good or a good. It thereby has an influence on what one wills,
on one’s BovAaes. It is clear from the examples John gives in Exp. 2. 22 (36.
65 ff. K) that he believes that even one’s ability to form rational desires does
get corrupted in such a way as to make us desire to do things which we are not
meant to do. But careless reasoning may also lead us to misevaluate things
and correspondingly to form inappropriate rational desires. And once our
rational desires are inappropriate, we are bound to make the wrong choices,
because we are going to consider the wrong courses of action and are liable to
take the wrong affective attitude towards them. And this will have a distort-
ing effect on our non-rational desires.

Choices are habit-forming. They not only lead to a disposition or habit of
the ability to make choices as a whole, but they also lead to a disposition of
the various abilities involved in making a choice. This seriously does dfect
our ability to make the right choices with which we originally were created. It
is not the case that now our choice is forced upon us by the circumstances or
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our nature or the combination of both. But given the shape and disposition
our rationality, in particular our will, has acquired by our wrongdoing, by the
choices we have made, it may now be factually no longer possible for us to
make the right choices. We become easily manipulated for those who under-
stand the habits of our mind. So in this sense we have lost our freedom. But,
since it remains the case that neither our doing, nor our choosing is forced
upon us, but determined by the disposition of our rationality, over which,
moreover, we retain some control, we remain avrefovaios in the sense we
have defined. And the weaker sense of ‘freedom’ which comes with this
suffices to make us responsible for our actions, even if we now could not
choose otherwise. For it remains the case that the explanation for our action
lies in the particular disposition of our own rationality, in particular our will,
for which we ourselves are responsible.

If we now look back on this account, it is obvious that, in spite of its
reliance on Aristotle in many regards, it is in crucial regards quite un-
Aristotelian, not just in its introduction of a notion of a will, but also in its
understanding of non-rational desire and its forms, and of the way it may
prevail over rational desire. It relies on Nemesius of Emesa, but the account is
not that of Nemesius. It is heavily indebted to Maximus the Confessor, in
particular for the details of the faculties involved in choice. But, though John
of Damascus does nothing to point this out, his account of the will also
subtly, but significantly seems to me to differ from Maximus’ account. The
highly compilatory character of the account John dfers should not make us
overlook that, in spite of all the internal tensions and unclarities which arise
from John’s use of disparate sources, the account which emerges in some
ways is novel. It certainly does make us look diferently at some of the
doctrines of earlier authors it relies on precisely by integrating them into a
new context. Thus one crucial difference between Aristotle and John of
Damascus is that John does not allow for any action against one’s choice.
He allows for action, or rather behaviour, entirely guided by one’s non-
rational desire. And he allows for action guided by one’s non-rational desire
in the face of a countervailing rational desire, but not for action against one’s
choice. But this is how Aristotle characterizes acratic behaviour, cases in
which one acts on a non-rational desire against one’s better knowledge. The
way Aristotle discusses these cases, in particular cases in which spirited desire
prevails, we get little sense of what we emphasize in considering such cases,
namely the internal psychological corflict, the sense of feeling pulled in
different directions, involved in the cases we tend to focus on. By contrast
John of Damascus creates a place for such conflict with his doctrine that
choice presupposes an affective attitude towards the proposed course of
action, where this affective attitude reflects the way a balance between the
conflicting desires has been reached, if there is a conflict.

What perhaps also is important is that, if one looks at John of Damascus’
account, one can see how this sort of account, if one espoused it, would
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naturally lead one to a certain interpretation of Aristotle which still is quite
widespread, but which I take to be quite mistaken. Aristotle notoriously also
characterizes a choice as a deliberative desire (EN 1113*10-11) and as a
‘desiderative understanding or a considered desire’ (11394-5). I take it that
the desire in question in Aristotle, that which gives motive force to the choice,
is the rational desire, the BovAnous, which underlies one’s choice in the first
place. This is why one’s choice may or may not prevail in the face of non-
rational desire to the contrary. If one’s non-rational desire is in line with one’s
rational desire it adds a further motive to one’s choice. If not, it may make
one act against one’s choice. But John of Damascus and many modern
commentators seem to interpret Aristotle as assuming that choice is a prod-
uct of reason and desire where reason supplies the deliberation and non-
rational desire at least part of the motive force.

If one takes this view, one is a crucial step nearer to a whole variety of
positions which will later be taken up. In a further step one might come to
think that the desire of John’s reason in choice is a non-rational desire,
especially if one conceives of human non-rational desire as of the kind which
finds one’s fullest and highest expression in the love of God. In this case one
has taken a major step towards separating the intellect or reason from the
will. For we now have reason with its rational desire, but all this desire seems
to do is to move us to ponder as to how we might attain what we rationally
desire. The choice is made by the will which is the ability and disposition to
make choices. It is the will which determines how we act, and its causal or
motive force is derived from non-rational desire. If one took this view, one
might easily, instead of one will, postulate two wills, the ability to form
rational desires, but much more crucially, and distinct from this ability, the
ability to make choices, the liberum arbitrium. Once we have gone this far, we
might as well strip reason of its own desire and content ourselves with the
view that reason can form beliefs about what is good or a good and that such
a belief will suffice to make us deliberate. Now reason has become an exclu-
sively cognitive ability which supplies us with the beliefs requisite for action.
The will, on the basis of these, provides us with choices. The motive force
which makes a choice an impulse will be derived from non-rational desire.
But once we have arrived at this view, it will be tempting either to dispense
with the will altogether and explain everything in terms of beliefs and desires,
or to keep the will, but conceive of it as independent from both the beliefs and
the desires by turning it into an ability to make choices which are not
determined by one’s beliefs or desires.

Thus John of Damascus’ account seems to constitute an important link in
the history of the notion of the will between ancient and later thought on the
matter. The fact that medieval Latin authors did refer to his views on the will
and choice extensively, and at least in some cases demonstrably availed
themselves of them, at least suggests that he historically did play such
arole.
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Syllogistic in the anon Heiberg

JONATHAN BARNES

The anon Heiberg is a short text infive parts or Chapters: Logic, Arithmetic,
Music, Geometry, Astronomy. The parts are of unequal size, thefirst being
by far the longest." The edition prepared by Heiberg and published post-
humously in 1929 is based on seven MSS, the earliest of which is dated to
1040. Heiberg describes a furtherfifteen MSS. I do not know if any more have
since been discovered.

Although Heiberg’s was the first critical edition of the text, the work was
not previously unknown: Chapter 1 had been published in 1600 and ascribed
to Gregory;> Chapters 2-5 had been published in 1533, and again in 1556,
under the name of Michael Psellos? The ascription to Psellos can hardly be
correct, for chronological reasons. Heiberg rejects the ascription to Gregory,
apparently because the work is left anonymous in the oldest MSS. But
perhaps the author was the monk Gregory Aneponymus: As for the date,
the astronomical Chapter of the work gives 6516 as ‘the present year’ (5. 8
(p. 108. 14 H), 9 (p. 109. 9-10 H)), and the Byzantine year 6516 ran from
1 September 1007 to 31 August 1008 in the Julian calendar. The same
Chapter also establishes some correlations between the Byzantine and the
Egyptian calendars, and these indicate a period between 1 September and 14
December 1007.° Hence if the five Chapters of the work form a unitary
composition, the date is fixed.

Each chapter of the work has its own title (each title is an iambic trimeter);
but no MS offers a title for the work as a whole. Is the piece a conjunction
of five independent essays? Several MSS contain only a selection of the
Chapters, which clearly had some independent circulation. Again, some

! In Heiberg’s edn., Logic occupies some 50 pp., Arithmetic 15, Music 7, Geometry 30,
Astronomy 18. References to the anonymus will be given by chapter-, section-, page- and line-
numbers in Heiberg’s edn.

2 The ascription is found in two late MSS: Heiberg (1929: XV ). Full bibliographical references
in the Bibliography.

3 T take this information from Heiberg (1929: XIX).

4 So Benakis (1988: 5).

5 11ift all this from Taisbak (1981).
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minor differences of style may be observed. For example, Chapter 4 contains
ten references to early authorities—six of them to Euclid—whereas in the
other chapters references are sparse® On the other hand, the first section of
Chapter 2 explicitly announces a discussion of all four parts of thequadri-
vium, so that the last four Chapters at any rate appear to have been conceived
of as a unitary whole. Chapter 1 does not introduce itself as thefirst of five
discussions, nor do Ifind any clear reference in 2-5 to a preceding account of
logic;” butin 1. 12, and again in 1. 67 (the last section of the chapter), the four
sciences of the quadrivium are mentioned and logic is said to be the instrument
for their discovery. On the whole, then, it seems reasonable to think that the
five essays were written as parts of a single treatise®

The treatise is unoriginal’ I have not tried to elicit its sources—about
which its author is elegantly silent.!° But there are numerous parallels to be
found in the earlier literature, and for the chapter on logic it is plain—and
unremarkable—that the author is writing in the Peripatetic tradition: most of
his ideas surely derive from the commentaries on the Organon, and 1 guess
that he often copies closely.'!

The chapter on logic, to which the following pages restrict themselves, carries
the title: cuvomrTikov clvTayua Tis ¢locodias. It seems as though logic
were identical with philosophy, as though ‘logic’ and ‘philosophy’ were syn-
onyms.'? But the first section addresses itself to ‘those who are seeking the
instrument of philosophy (70 T#s tlocodlas...opyavov)y (1.1 (p.1.5H));
and the last section informs the reader that he now possesses a summary
account ‘of the whole instrumental philosophy @7js 6Ans bpyavikis
drocodias) (1. 67 (p. 50. 12-13 H)). So the ‘bilocogia’ of the title is
presumably short for ‘instrumental philosophy’; and instrumental philosophy

% In Ch. 1 Aristotle is named four times (and ‘the Stoics’ once); in 2, the Pythagoreans; in 3,
Plato; in 5, Ptolemy (twice); in 4 we find Archimedes (§51), Euclid (§§10, 18, 29 [twice], 30, 39),
Plato (§§21, 33), Theo (§22—the commentator on Ptolemy); and note the epigram in §26.

7 The first sentence of 2. 1 begins thus:

wéNovT{ pot kal mepl TGV TeoThpwy pabpuaTiky . .. Stalaeiv. .. (p. 50. 26-7 H).

You might take ‘kal’ to mean ‘also’, and hence to imply that Ch. 2 had been preceded by
something else—a chapter on logic, say. But this is at best a veiled hint, not a clear reference.
8 See, with further argument, Ebbesen (1981: i. 262-5).
® Several of the symposiasts at Thessaloniki, where a version of this essay was presented,
spoke as though Byzantine philosophy must be original if it is to be worthy of praise—or even of
study. Originality is the rarest of philosophical commodities. It is also an over-rated virtue: a
thinker who strives to understand, to conserve, and to transmit the philosophy of the past is
engaged in no humdrum or unmeritorious occupation. At any rate, most of my fellow symposi-
asts have the same reason as I for hoping that this is true.
19 The references listed in n. 6 do not imply that the author used those texts as his own sources
of information.
1 See in general Praechter (19316); and for the source of 1. 59 see Praechter (1931a: 2-6);
Ebbesen (1981: 1. 269, 274-9).
12 Note also 1. 39 (at p. 32. 8 H and p. 32. 17 H $thocogia’ refers specifically to logic), and 1.
48 (at p. 39. 8 H1) 6\ dthocogia is logic). So too in a 9th-cent. biography of St John Psichaites:
Ebbesen (1981: i. 257).
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is the philosophical study of the instrument of the sciences—in other words, it
is logic.

For logic is conceived of as a tool or instrument. The text dfirms roundly
that ‘all sciences were discovered by the ancients’ by means of logic (1. 67
(p. 50. 16-17 H) ). And it adds that while those who have set out unversed in
logic may indeed have arrived at ‘experience (reipa)’, they have certainly not
attained ‘knowledge (émioryun)’ (p. 50. 18 H). Only the trained logician,
‘with the unwavering and necessitating guides of the syllogisms, is able to
track down every science and art’ (p. 50. 21-3 H). It would be unfair to ask
the author to explain or justify these large and agreeable claims—he is, and he
surely takes himself to be, parroting a commonplace!?

The plan of the chapter is equally traditional. When you learn to read, you
start with letters, move up to syllables, and finally reach whole expressions.
So, when you learn logic, you start with the ten categories, move up to
‘matters concerning interpretation’, andfinally reach the figures of the syllo-
gism (1. 1; cf. 25 (p. 18. 4-7 H) ). In other words, you study the matter of
Aristotle’s Categories, of his De interpretatione, and of his Prior Analytics.

The programme announced in the opening section is carried out in §§2—48:
first, a discussion of the categories—prefaced by an account of the Porphyr-
ean quinque voces (§§2-20); then, material deriving from De interpretatione
(§§21-4); and finally, the syllogistic (§§25-48). The programme is done, but
there is a supplement: just as there are tares among the wheat!* so there are
fallacies among the syllogisms—and ‘expert philosophers must know the
types of paralogisms so that they will not stumble into falsity instead of
truth’ (1. 49 (p. 39. 21-3 H)).!*> There follows a long account of fallacies
and sophisms, based ultimately on Aristotle’s Sophistici Elenchi (§§49—-63).
And the chapter is rounded off by a summary description of the different
types of syllogism—probative, dialectical, rhetorical, sophistical, poetical
(§§64-7).1°

Of the six books of Aristotle’s Organon, three form the background to the
items promised in the programme, and a fourth lies behind the supplemen-
tary matter. The work contains no hint of the Topics—perhaps because the
Topics deals with dialectical syllogisms and our text sees itself as a prepar-
ation for scientific study.!” But equally, the work contains no hint of the
Posterior Analytics—the Aristotelian treatise which deals expressly with
scientific syllogisms and in which, on the traditional interpretation, Aristotle
shows how logic serves as the instrument of the sciences. To be sure, our text

13

.y For the commonplace see e.g. Lee (1984: 44-54).

Matthew 13: 24-30: already applied to philosophy by Clement,strom 6. 8, 67. 2.
15 See Ebbesen (1981: i. 88-9; iii. 116-17).
% On these five types, which are found earlier in Elias, see Praechter (1931: 87-9); Ebbesen
(1981: 1. 102-5).

'7 One of the scholia printed by Heiberg lists the contents of the Topics (p. 134. 19-135. 6 H);
and most of the scholia attached to Ch. 1 refer to matters discussed in the Topics and have no
visible connection to our treatise.
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makes a passing reference to probative syllogisms; but its characterization of
them is cursory and inadequate, and it betrays no acquaintance with Aris-
totle’s subtle account.!® Why is APst thus cold-shouldered? ‘Ignorance,
Madam, pure ignorance’?"’

It would be false to suggest that the chapter dofers rich treasures to the
logician, or even to the historian of logic?° Its intellectual pretensions are
modest. To be sure, it purports to give the pious reader all he needs to know
about the subject; but it presupposes no anterior knowledge, and it rarely
engages in any deep or difficult matter. Occasionally an amopia is dis-
cussed—e.g. 1. 2; sometimes differences in opinion are noted—e.g. 1. 13;
and there is one long and detailed exegesis of an Aristotelian ddinition—at
1. 59.2! But for the most part, the chapter is purely expository in style and
elementary in scope.

I here discuss six issues, of unequal magnitude. All are drawn from the
syllogistic sections of the chapter. The first four concern what might be
termed the range of the syllogistic; the fifth centres about proofs of non-
concludency; and the sixth occupies itself with what later mediaeval logicians
called the bridge of asses.

Undetermined Syllogisms

A contemporary presentation of Aristotle’s categorical syllogistic is likely to
explain that a categorical syllogism consists of three categorical propositions,
and that a categorical proposition links two terms in a certain quality and a
certain quantity. There are two qualities: a term may be either dfirmed or
denied of a term. There are two quantities: a term may be predicated either
universally or particularly of a term. There are thus four types of categorical
proposition: universal affirmative, universal negative, particular affirmative,
particular negative>? I shall represent such propositional forms by way of
schematic letters®® and standard abbreviations, thus:

18 <Syllogisms put together from true premisses are themselves true and are called probative
(&modewkTirol)’: 1. 64 (p. 48. 2-4 H); contrast e.g. Psellos, Philosophica minora 1. 13 (p. 41.
35-42. 2 Duffy); John Italos, dialectica §2. The inadequate definition is not idiosyncratic: see e.g.
Clement, strom 8.3, 6. 2—4.

% Ebbesen (1981: i. 264), seconded by Benakis (1988: 6), says that the neglect ofTop and A Pst
‘was hardly remarkable in the 11th century’; and he supplies parallels. Note that John Italos was
well acquainted with Top: dialectica §§4-12.

20 T do not know how well the work sold: Benakis (1988: 8), thinks that Blemmydes probably
made use of it. (See below, n. 64.)

2l Taken from a commentary on SE/ 167%21: parallels in Ebbesen (1981: 1. 172 n. 2).

22 This is the roughest of characterizations; but the rfinements which a serious exposition of
the syllogistic would require may here be left aside.

In its exposition of the syllogistic, our text does not use schematic letters (but see below,
p- 131): like most ancient accounts of logic, it prefers metalogical description. The use of
letters has certain familiar advantages; and for the moment it will be harmless; but see below,
n. 69.
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AaB, AeB, AiB, AoB

— A holds of every B’, ‘A holds of no B’, ‘A holds of some B’, ‘A does not
hold of some B’2*

Our text is more generous. It asserts that Aristotle built his syllogistic
about not a tetrad but a hexad of types of proposition?> for in addition to
the four types which I have just enumerated, there are two more, ‘the
undetermined (dmpoadiépiaTos) affirmative and the undetermined negative’
(1. 28 (p. 20. 11-14 H) ). A proposition is undetermined if it lacks a determi-
nator or poadtoptauds, if it lacks a sign of quantity*® As an example of an
undetermined affirmative we are offered:

Men walk (avfpwos mepumarter)

and for an undetermined negative:

Men do not walk (dvfpwmos od mepimare)*’

(1. 24 (p. 17. 1-5 H) ). I introduce the formulae
AuB

and
AyB

to present such propositional forms.

Categorical syllogistic, as our text develops it, will thus be more bulky than
the standard contemporary version; and our text finds types of syllogism
unrecognized in contemporary accounts?® In the first and second figures
there are six valid moods, whereas the contemporary version allows only
four valid moods in each. In the third figure there are ten valid moods,

24 In the Peripatetic style, the predicate is presented before the subject (see Apuleius,int 13
(p- 212. 4-10 Moreschini)—here and hereafter I write ‘Apuleius’ rather than ‘[Apuleius]’ for
convenience rather than from conviction). Note that ‘A does not hold of some B’ is to be
construed as ‘Of some B, A does not hold’.

25 1 return to this assertion below, p. 112.

¢ The mpoodiopiopol are introduced in 1. 21, where there are said to be two of them, the
universal and the particular (p. 13. 26-8 H); at 1. 22 (p. 15. 11-12 H), it is said that there are
affirmations and negations ‘both without determinators and with determinators’. Singular
propositions (‘Socrates walks’), although they do not carry determinators, do not count as
undetermined: an undetermined proposition is one which might but does not sport a determi-
nator. At 1. 24, at the end of the enumeration of the diferent types of proposition (on which see
below, p. 112), our author remarks that he has not included singular propositions ‘which
Atristotle does not use in his exposition of the syllogisms, since he constructs the syllogisms
from what is universal and eternal’ (p. 17. 24-7 H)—a commonplace (e.g. Philoponus,n APr 12.
22 3) which goes back ultimately to Aristotle, 4 Pr 43%40-3.

7 The Greek sentences are not barbarisms—hence I use the English plural to translate them.

‘Man walks’ is strained English. ‘Horse sleeps’ is babu.

8 i.e. contemporary versions of Aristotle’s assertoric syllogistic: categorical syllogistic had a
long history, and different logicians discovered different numbers of moods (the differences
depending in part on their attitude to the ‘fourthfigure’).
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whereas the contemporary version allows only six. Thus to the fourteen valid
moods of contemporary accounts, our text adds eight undetermined moods
(as I shall call them), bringing the total to twenty-two.

The third and fourth moods of the first figure—Darii and Ferio—may be
presented schematically as follows:

AaB, BiC:: AiC
AeB, BiC:: AoC

Our text subjoins a fifth and a sixth mood, to wit:

AaB, BuC:: AuC
AeB, BuC:: AyC

I dub these moods Daruu and Feruy. The extra moods in the secondfigure
are Festuny and Barycy:

BeA, BuC:: AyC
BaA, ByC:: AyC

And in the third figure we meet Datusu, Dusamu, Ferusyn, and Bycardy:

AaB, CuB:: AuC
AuB, CaB:: AuC
AeB, CyB:: AyC
AyB, CaB:: AyC

Why consider these moods to be valid? Although the treatise dfers no
formal proof, its description of Daruu provides a broad hint:

Fifth is the combination which deduces an undetermined dfirmative conclusion from
a universal affirmative major and an undetermined affirmative minor. The terms are
those of the third combination:

Animal to every man
Man in white (this is the undetermined item)
Therefore: man in animal’

2 In our text, examples of a, e, i, and o propositions are regularly expressed by verbless
sentences of the form

70 A mavTi [ovdevt, Twi, oV wavTi] B.
You would expect undetermined examples to be expressed thus:

70 A [oV] B.
In fact we get

70 A [ovk] év B.
It is tempting to connect this use of ‘éy” with Porphyry’s thesis that affirmations and nega-
tions signify aliquid alicui inesse or non inesse (see Boethius, in Inf* 122. 7-15—Boethius
connects the thesis with the & 7w elvar of Cat 1220-9: in Inf* 68. 4-69. 22; and in fact it is

already found in Apuleius, int 3 (p. 191. 1-6 M)); but it is difficult to make anything out
of this.
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This is equivalent to ({ooSvvauel) ‘to some’; for the undetermined propositions are
equivalent to particulars. (1. 30 (p. 22. 3-9 H))*°

Thus we are invited to accept the two equivalences:
AuB < AiB

and
AyB < AoB.

Whence it is easy to see that Daruu is a valid mood: its validity follows
directly from the validity of Darii and the equivalence between ‘AuB’ and
‘AiB’. The same holds for all the extra moods.

But then is not our text a niggard? It does not, for example, mention
Daraptu—

AaB, CaB:: AuC

—which, given the equivalences, follows directly from Darapti. It does not
mention Dariu or Darui, or Feriy or Feruo, or. .. In short, its system appears
to be radically incomplete. Hence when the text explicitly claims to have given
an exhaustive account of the contents of each figure,®' this seems to be an
egregious error.

An explanation for these apparent omissions might be sought in 1. 33.
There, after the exposition of the valid moods, the text propounds the so-
called peiorem rules (peiorem semper conclusio sequitur partem.)

You must know that it is common to the concludent combinations? of the three
figures that the conclusion follows the worse of the premisses ... A particular is worse
than a universal, a negative than an affirmative, and an undetermined than a deter-
mined. (p. 26. 5-9 H)

Hence, in particular,

if one of the premisses is assumed in undetermined form, the conclusion will follow
undetermined’. (p. 26. 23-4 H)

Now in Darui—
AaB, BuC:: AiC

—the conclusion is determined and the second premiss undetermined.
The peiorem rule is violated—and Darui is therefore not valid. If our text

30 Cf. 1.36 (p. 28. 13-14 H): ‘the undetermined propositions are equivalent to the particulars’;
1. 32 (p. 25. 13-14 H): ‘we said that the undetermined items are taken as Qaupavecfar dvr()
particulars’. See also 1. 59 (p. 44. 1317 H), with Ebbesen (1981: 1. 197-9).

31 See 1. 30 (p. 22. 13-14 H), 31 (p. 23. 19 H), 32 (p. 25. 14-15 H).

32 guMoyioricol Tpbmou: (i) the text uses ‘rpomos’ for the traditional ‘culvyla’, and
I translate it accordingly; (ii) a combination is cuAloytoTuros if it yields a conclusion
of the form ‘AxC’—I use ‘concludent’ for ‘culoyioTikoés’ and ‘non-concludent’ for
‘Gov\éyLaTos’.
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implicitly rejects Darui and its fellows, that is not the result of oversight:
rather, the text explicitly adopts a rule which outlaws such moods.
But if the peiorem rule outlaws Darui, it does not outlaw Dariu—

AaB, BiC:: AuC

—for here the conclusion is ‘worse’ than each premiss. Then why omit Dariu?
Perhaps our author implicitly strengthens thepeiorem rule so that it requires
the conclusion to be neither better nor worse than the worse of the premisses?
Such a strengthened rule will outlaw Dariu; and many formulations of the
peiorem rule—including the formulation in our text—appear to propose it>>
But it cannot be right; for it will also outlaw Darapti’**

Then recall the fact that our text ignores the subaltern moods—moods
such as Barbari,

AaB, BaC:: AiC,

which may be derived from a canonical mood by applying one of the rules of
subalternation® to its conclusion. These moods, we happen to know, were
added to the syllogistic by Aristo of Alexandria; but standard ancient ac-
counts do not mention them, and Apuleius, who does, rejects them as “utterly
stupid’ (int 13 (p. 213. 9 M) ). Now, given the peiorem rule of our text, Dariu
and its fellows might be considered to be special types of subaltern mood; and
the fact that the text does not mention Dariu is of a piece with the fact that it
does not mention Barbari.

But this seems to increase rather than decrease the dfficulty. Perhaps
Barbari is ‘utterly stupid’; but it is assuredly valid. Why reject it? Well, our
text does not explicitly reject Barbari; and although it pretends to give a
complete treatment of the syllogistic figures, it does not explicitly claim to
have listed all the valid moods: it explicitly claims to have listed all the
concludent combinations. The combination for Barbari is not overlooked:
it is the same as the combination for Barbara. And although the text does not
expressly indicate that this combination will yield ‘AiC’ as well as ‘AaC’,
neither does it expressly deny the entailment; for it does not explicitly claim to
have listed every conclusion which may be inferred from a given combin-
ation. What holds for Barbari holds equally for Dariu: its combination is
listed (it is the combination for Darii); and nothing in the text expressly states
that Dariu is not a valid mood. So perhaps Dariu is implicitly accepted?

No. In 1. 27, having computed the number of concludent combinations,
the text observes that ‘the syllogisms in abstraction from perceptible matter
[i.e. the valid moods] are thus many and no more’ (p. 20. 2-4 H); that is to say,
here at least the text implicitly supposes that each concludent combination

33 See e.g. Alexander, in APr 51. 31-2: ‘It seems that the conclusion is always similar to the
worse of the items assumed in the premisses, both in quantity and in quality’.

3 As well as other, less celebrated, moods: Baralipton, Fapesmo, . ..

3 je. AaB:: AiB, and AeB:: AoB (see Aristotle, Top 109°3-6).
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answers to precisely one valid mood. The combination ‘AaB, BiC’ cer-
tainly answers to Darii: it does not, therefore, answer to Dariu. Unless we
dismiss the remark in 1. 27 as a passing negligence, we must conclude that our
text implicitly outlaws Dariu (and also the subaltern moods).

However that may be, we must revisit Darui. Our text implicitly rejects
Darui, on the basis of the peiorem rule. But the rule—the pertinent part of the
rule—is false. A universal proposition is better than a particular in this sense:
from ‘AaB’ or ‘AeB’ you may infer ‘AiB’ or ‘AoB’, but notvice versa. Our
text insists that undetermined propositions are equivalent to particular prop-
ositions: from ‘AiB’ or ‘AoB’ you may infer ‘AuB’ or ‘AyB’ and also vice
versa. Undetermined propositions are not worse than particulars: they are no
better either—they are much the same.

Perhaps they are worse in some other fashion? After all, negatives are
worse than affirmatives; but that cannot be because ‘AaB’ entails ‘AeB’ but
not vice versa. There is another canon of goodness operating here—and so
also, perhaps, in the case of the undetermined items. Well, no doubt we could
discover or invent a criterion according to which the undetermined is worse
than the particular. But no such discovery or invention will do any good:
given the equivalences, then Dariu is valid—and that’s an end on it.

I conclude that, in the matter of undetermined syllogisms, our text is
logically inept.*®

Undetermined moods had been considered by every Peripatetic logician
since Aristotle. Aristotle introduces undetermined propositions at the begin-
ning of APr3” And at 26%28-30, after expounding Darii and Ferio, he
remarks:

Similarly if BC is undetermined, being affirmative—for there will be the same syllo-
gism whether it is taken as undetermined or as particular.

Undetermined propositions do not reappear in the exposition of the valid
moods in A 4-6;* but in A 7 we find a general claim:

it is evident that if an undetermined item is posited instead of an dfirmative particular,
it will produce the same syllogism in all thefigures. (29%27-9)

Each of the two passages I have just quoted is puzzling.

36 The same ineptitude recurs in Blemmydes: atepit log 29. 917AC, he remarks that Aristotle
subscribed to both the pertinent equivalences; but he adds that although the u-i equivalence is
evidently true, the y—o equivalence is not: y-propositions are sometimes equivalent to o-propos-
itions but more often equivalent to e-propositions. When he develops categorical syllogistic in
31-4, he constructs it around the four standard propositions (and hence allows only the 14
canonical moods: 32. 944B). But at the end of the exposition, he announces that thus far he has
dealt with syllogisms of which the premisses are determined: as for those with undetermined
premisses, what has already been said will serve—providing the reader bears in mind the relevant
peiorem rules, on which Blemmydes takes the same view as our text (34. 961A). No reader will be
able to elaborate the undetermined moods on the basis of Blemmydes’ several remarks.

37 24%16-20: his term ‘48t6ptaTos’ was later enlarged to ‘dmpoadidpiaTos’.

38 But they are sometimes noticed in connexion with non-concludent combinations: 2630-2,
£21-5; 27°36-9; 29°8-10.
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In A 7 Aristotle mentions only affirmative undetermined propositions,*

and he speaks only of undetermined premisses. Thus you would take him to
be giving the accolade to Darui, Feruo, Festuno, Dusamis, Datusi, and
Feruson—and by implication to be rejecting Daruu, Dariu .. ., Feruy, Feriy,

...and all the rest. Yet it is desperately difficult to conjure up a justification

for such a view. As for 26*28-30, it is not clear to me whether the word
‘similarly’ invites us to consider one mood or two—a mood similar to Ferio,
or moods similar to Darii and to Ferio. The former Ifind an easier construal

of the Greek; but most commentators opt for the latter*® Nor is it clear

whether we should think of Feruo (and Darui) or of Feruy (and Daruu). If, in
the expression ‘the same syllogism’, the word ‘GvAloytouds’ means ‘conclu-

sion’, then Feruo (and Darui) are presumably intended. On the other hand, if
‘culMoytouds’ means ‘syllogism’, then A 4 claims that Feruo (or Feruy) is the
same mood as Ferio; and A 7 claims that Darui and its congeners are the
same as Darii and its congeners.

It may reasonably be said that there is a lacuna—or at least a vagueness—
in Aristotle’s treatment of the categorical moods. Theophrastus, we should
expect, will have tried to fill the gap—that was his general modus operandi.
And in fact it is clear that he said something on the subject of undetermined
moods; more particularly, that he explicitly admitted at least one undeter-
mined mood to thefirst figure. Only one short text on the matter survives, and
that text is wretchedly corrupt*' But whatever we do with it, Theophrastus
was certainly prepared to acknowledge undetermined moods as superadd-
itions to the canonical moods.

Many later logicians followed Theophrastus’ lead. But there were some
dissenters—thus according to Apuleius, the undetermined moods

are otiose (supervacaneus), since the undetermined (indefinitus) is taken for a particu-
lar,*? and the same moods will come about as from particulars. ¢ns 13 (p. 212. 15-213.
5M))

And some logicians havered

3 Alexander pertinently asks why he did not add ‘and negative’ at 2928; but he returns no
satisfactory answer (in APr 111. 13-27).

40 e.g. Alexander, in APr 61. 1-3; Philoponus, in APr 79. 6-9.

41 Apuleius, int 13 (p. 212. 12-213. 5 M). Pace Barnes et al. (1991: 136 n. 157), this text has
nothing to do with the five moods which Theophrastus added to thefirst figure (on which see
Alexander, in APr 69. 27-70. 20, and other texts in Fortenbaughet al. (1994: 91A-91E)).

42 pro particulari accepi. cf. apBdveshar &vri pepucav (above, n. 30).

43 Undetermined moods are implicitly rejected by e.g. Galen (nst log 2. 4: if you predicate A of
B and B is a general term, then ‘it must be determined @twp{cfar) whether it is said of all or of
some’; 11. 2: there are only 16 combinations, although there are several equivalent expressions for
them); Boethius, syll cat 813C. They are implicitly accepted by e.g. the Ammonian scholia (see
Ammonius, in APr1X. 34: there are 36 combinations—so also Philoponus,in 4 Pr 68. 30-4); and
explicitly accepted by e.g. Philoponus (thefirst figure contains six valid moods (i APr 79. 4-9),
the second six (94. 32-95. 7), and the third ten (110. 8-11)); and they are later expressly noted by
Blemmydes, epit log 34. 961 A (see above, n. 36). Alexander is ambivalent: atin APr 51. 24-5, he
remarks, neutrally, that ‘if we count in the combinations of undetermined propositions’, then we
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The issue depends on the status of the two equivalences,
AiB < AuB
and
AoB < AyB.

Most, but not all, ancient logicians took both equivalences to be true; and
they ascribed the two truths to Aristotle** The ascription is not without
textual support;*> and if it goes beyond what the words of APr explicitly
supply, it is, I suppose, the most plausible way of squeezing a precise thesis
out of Aristotle’s various remarks*®

If the equivalences are not true, then evidently there may in principle
be further moods to add to the canonical fourteen. Whether or not
there are in fact further moods to be added will depend on the sense
which is assigned to the undetermined sentences. If the equivalences are
true, then—as I have already observed—Daruu, Darui, and Dariu and
the rest are all of them valid moods; but the truth of the equivalences does

shall get more concludent pairings; at 61. 1-3 (commenting onA4 Pr 26%28-30) he says that with
undetermined premisses we get deductions ‘similar to Guotos)’—and hence, by implication, not
identical with—Darii and Ferio; and at 94. 18-20 and 112. 1-2 he implies that the undetermined
moods are identical with their particular counterparts.

44 e.g. Alexander, in APr 30. 29-31; 62. 22-4; Apuleius, int 3 (p. 190. 21-2 M); 5 (p. 196. 5-8
M); 13 (p. 213. 1 M); Martianus Capella, 4. 396; Boethius, int syll cat 776C; syll cat 802C;
Ammonius, in Int 116. 7-8; [Ammonius], in APr 70. 20-2; 71. 3-4; Philoponus, in APr 79. 4-5;
110. 10-11, 27; 203. 6-8; 222. 14; 228. 10; 277. 12-13; 323. 3-4; 349. 9-10—but at 42. 31-3 he
states that undetermined propositions, as Aristotle has remarked inlnt, dvaloyoiot.. .3 Tals
kafbdlov 7 Tais pepukais. But note the long discussion in Ammonius, in Int 111. 10-120. 12:
some had contended that ‘AoB’ and ‘AyB’ are not equivalent, appealing both to theoretical
considerations and to facts of Greek usage (cf. e.g. Boethius,in Inf* 152. 12-161. 18; anon, in Int
45. 12-46. 5 Taran; 87. 2-14 T). I note that Whitaker 1996, 86-92, argues that, at least in/nt,
Aristotle accepted neither equivalence. (It is plain that if AuB then AiB and that if AyB then AoB:
it is the reverse implications which are contested.)

4 The interpretation is based not only onA4 Pr 26*28-30 and 29*27-9, but also on de Int 17°29—
37. There Aristotle states that it is possible that sentences of the form ‘AuB’ and ‘AyB’ should be
true at the same time; he admits that this may seem odd, since ‘AyB’ appears to mean that AeB;
but in point of fact—or so he claims— AyB’ does not mean the same as ‘AeB’ nor is it even the
case that

AeB < AyB.

Plainly, these remarks do not entail the two equivalences. But they are most satisfactorily
explained on the hypothesis that in fact Aristotle did accept the two equivalences.
46 Why not propose that Aristotle accepted

AiB & AuB,

but rejected
AoB &< AyB,

as some later logicians did (above, n. 44)? Well, he certainly did not accept
AeB < AyB

(above, n. 45); and when he refers to y-propositions in his proofs of non-concludence (above,
n. 38), he implicitly treats them as equivalent to o-propositions.
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not in itself establish whether these moods must be added to the canonical
fourteen.

Suppose that the equivalences are grounded on synonymies, that undeter-
mined sentences are synonymous with their particular counterparts. ‘Men
walk’, for example, is shorthand for ‘Some men walk’; and in general,
between ‘AiB’ and ‘AuB’, while there may be some dfference of nuance or
of colour, there is no difference of sense. In that case Daruu, Darui, and
Dariu are not three additional moods, to be annexed to Darii: they are all
one mood, and the mood is Darii. The validity of Daruu and the rest does
not mean that the syllogistic of Aristotle must be enlarged; for Aristotle
has already mentioned Daruu—he has mentioned Darii, and Darii is
identical with Daruu. Suppose—as Theophrastus perhaps supposed—that
the undetermined propositions are equivalent to their particular counter-
parts, but that undetermined sentences are not synonymous with their
particular counterparts: then Daruu and the rest are plausibly taken to
be additional moods*’ In this way the distinction between synonymy and
the weaker relation of expressing equivalent propositions is fundamental
to the dispute over the status of undetermined moods. Yet no ancient text
ever makes the distinction plain, or offers a clear and unambiguous gloss
on ‘Cooduvauely’. Ammonius, for example, ascribes the equivalences to
Aristotle: first he uses the phrase ‘o av7Tnv SUvauw €xew’ which he
apparently glosses in terms of having the same truth-value ¢n Inf 110. 24-5;
cf. 114. 22-3); a page later he affirms that, according to Aristotle, ‘AiB’
and ‘AuB’ ‘say (¢0€yyecbar)’ or ‘signify (oppaivew) the same thing’ (111.
10-15).

The undetermined moods are an intriguing ripple on the surface of cat-
egorical syllogistic; but it must be confessed that an ancient logician who
wished to replace the Aristotelian tetrad by a hexad might rather have

considered other non-standard types of determined proposition®®

Singular Syllogisms

Tacked on to the end of the discussion of the thirdfigure comes the following
short and perplexing paragraph:

47 Suppose that the expressions E and E* each formulate a syllogism, and that they difer from
one another in that where E contains the sentence S, E* contains the sentence S*. (1) If S and
S* are synonymous, then E expresses the same syllogism as E—thus, almost explicitly, our
text (1. 59 (p. 44. 21-45. 5 H), on ‘begging the question’; cf. the scholium at p. 139. 12-13 H). (2) If
S and S* are not synonymous but express propositions which are logically equivalent to one
another, then E and E* express different syllogisms.

48 Most obviously, in view of Aristotle’s interest in “what holds for the most part’, propositions
of the form ‘A holds of most Bs’. Such items were discussed in the context of modal logic. So far
as I am aware, no ancient logician ever thought of treating them as a type of non-modal
determined proposition.
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Syllogisms consisting wholly of singulars (o¢... ék TV kaf éxaora 8¢ Slov
ovMoyiopol), about which not even Aristotle said anything, resemble universal
syllogisms: just as the latter embrace all the subject kind, so the former embrace the
whole person. E.g.

Levi of Jacob

Jacob of Isaac

Isaac of Abraham

Therefore: Levi of Abraham
(Hence the noble Paul says: And as I may so say, Levi also, who receiveth tithes, payed
tithes in Abraham (Hebr. 7: 9).) Similarly, the negative syllogisms consisting of
singulars are compared to the negative universals. (1. 32 (p. 25. 26-26. 4 H))

The only thing which is clear in this paragraph is the remark about Aristotle:
he did not mention purely singular syllogisms—no doubt because, as our text
has already reported (1. 24 (p. 17. 24-7 H)), he did not use singular propos-
itions at all in his syllogistic.

It seems improbable that our author is himself responsible for the inven-
tion of wholly singular syllogisms; but I can recall no close parallel to the
paragraph in any ancient logic text. By way of comment I dfer three guesses,
none of which is very satisfactory.

The first two guesses start from the comparison which the text draws
between singulars and universals. Although our author speaks explicitly
of singular syllogisms and universal syllogisms, it is easy to swallow the
suggestion that there is an underlying comparison between singular propos-
itions and universal propositions. Just as ‘All men are mortal’ ascribes
something, namely mortality, to the whole ensemble of men (and not just
to one or two of its component parts), so ‘Socrates is mortal’ ascribes
something, namely mortality, to the whole of Socrates (and not just to one
or two of his component parts). Just as ‘No men are mortal’ denies mortality
of the whole human ensemble, so ‘Socrates is not mortal’ denies mortality of
the whole individual. In general, there is a parallel between ‘AaB’ and ‘Fx’,
and between ‘AeB’ and ‘not-Fx’. The parallel is rough; and there is no call
to make it more precise by invoking notions taken from set theory or
mereology.

The first guess now recalls that for centuries a stock example of a syllogism
in Barbara was this:*

All men are mortal
Socrates is a man
Therefore: Socrates is mortal

This syllogism does not—or does not evidently—possess the canonical form
of Barbara,

4 Tt is the illustrative syllogism, e.g. in John Italos,dialectica §15 (but Italos does not say that
it is in Barbara).
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AaB, BaC:: AaC;

but it does possess the form
AaB, Bx:: Ax.

And you might call this form quasi-Barbara. Quasi-Celarent will look like
this:

AeB, Bx:: not-Ax
And there are several other quasi-moods, among them quasi-Darapti:
Ax, Cx:: AiC

Hence—the first guess—it is such quasi-moods which underlie our text.

The guess has two advantages: it gives sense to the comparison between
singulars and universals; and it presents us with moods, with (as our text calls
them) ‘syllogisms in abstraction from perceptible matter’ (1. 27 (p. 20. 2-3
H)). Its disadvantages are equally evident: it does not fit the illustrative
example; and the quasi-moods are not properly described as wholly singu-
lar—each contains a non-singular proposition.

The second guess is free from the second of these disadvantages. Contem-
porary logic offers us any number of wholly singular inferences—for
example, the schema:

Fx, Gx:: Fx & Gx

In general, take any valid schema in propositional logic, replace the Ps and
the Qs by an ‘Fx’ and a ‘Gx’, and you have a wholly singular inference
schema. Perhaps such things lie behind our text? They are moods, and they
are wholly singular moods. But they suffer from at least one disadvantage of
their own: all such schemata will contain complex propositions (‘hypothet-
ical’ propositions, in the ancient jargon); and it seems certain that in our text
wholly singular syllogisms need not contain—and probable that they may
not contain—complex propositions as components.

The third guess forgets the parallel between singular and universal propos-
itions and instead fastens its attention on the illustrative example. It is
expressed with less than perfect limpidity. I suppose that the telegraphic
‘Levi of Jacob (6 Aevt 100 *laxwp) means ‘Levi is of the house of Jacob’;
and in any event it must express some relation between Levi and Jacob. Thus
the text offers an example of what Galen called relational syllogisms>® For
the example has the form:

xRy, yRz, zZRw:: xRw.

You might reasonably analyse this as a polysyllogism, taking it to be the
copulation of two arguments of the form:

30" On which see Barnes (1993).
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xRy, yRz:: xRz.
And a negative singular syllogism? Consider the example:

Caesar not of Ptolemy
Ptolemy of Cleopatra
Therefore: Caesar not of Cleopatra

And then the general formula:
not-xRy, yRz:: not-xRz.

Such relational syllogisms may now be compared to universal syllogisms,
not in virtue of any parallel between singular and universal propositions, but
rather for the following reason: just as the validity of Barbara and of Celarent
depends on the logical properties of the term-connexion marked by ‘a’ and
‘e’, so the validity of the two argument forms I have given depends on the
logical properties of the relation marked by ‘R’. (The dfirmative argument
is valid inasmuch as ‘R’ marks a transitive relation; the negative argument is
valid inasmuch as the relation is also symmetrical")

So the third guess finds Galen’s relational syllogisms behind our text. It
may be objected that the two schemata which I have given are not formally
valid, and that, according to the third guess, the text does not concern itself
with moods but rather with ‘concrete’ arguments. Perhaps that is so>—but
exactly the same can be said of Galen’s examples. It may also be objected that
our text does not explicitly talk of relations or of Ta 7pés 7t, and that Galen
does not talk of wholly singular syllogisms. This is a serious objection.
Nonetheless, the third guess is the best that I can do. I am too timid to
speculate that relational syllogisms found their way into Christian texts
thanks to the Theodotian heretics who used Galen’s logic in their biblical
exegesis.””

Two Million More Moods

Near the beginning of its formal development of the syllogistic our text makes
the following declaration:

LA simple proof:

1 (1) xRy premiss

2(2) not-yRz premiss

3(3) xRz hypothesis

3(4) zRx 3, symmetry
1,3(5 zRy 1, 4, transitivity
1,3(6) yRz S, symmetry

1,2(7) not-zRx 1,2, 3, 6 reductio

52 But the notion of “formal’ validity is notoriously hard to capture: see Barnes (1990).
33 On them see Eusebius, Z.e. 5. 28. 13-14; cf. Walzer (1949: 75-86).
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Such being the number of the syllogisms>* Aristotle, for the sake of simplicity, takes
up a single hexad of propositions—the one consisting of two unquantfied propos-
itions and four quantified ones, with definite names—and illustrates the syllogisms by
way of these, supposing that by way of them the others too will be made clear. (1. 28
(p. 20. 11-15H))

There is a comparable passage at the end of the discussion of syllogistic:

If to these combinations you join those from the other hexads—not only those
depending on subject and predicate but also those compounded from a third item
co-predicated—and if you attach and count in those with modes and their mixtures,
and if you are ready to put together those thousands of syllogisms... (1. 48 (p. 39.
1-7H))

then you will have brought your study of syllogisms to its completion.

In 1. 24 our text computed the total number of types of categorical
proposition. There is the basic hexad in which all the terms are simple names
and verbs (‘Men walk’); then there are propositions with inddinite names
(‘Not-men walk’); then those in which there is a third item co-predicated—
these being simple (‘Men are just’), or metathetic (‘Men are not-just’), or
privative (‘Men are unjust’). In addition, categorical propositions of any of
these varieties may carry a modal operator (‘Necessarily ...”, ‘Possibly...",
...); and finally, every proposition must bear one of three tenses. The various
permutations which these possibilities allow yield in all 576 types of categor-
ical proposition.>® 1. 26-7 then compute the total number of combinations:
576 x 576 = 331,776 (p. 18. 27-8 H)—a figure which must be multiplied by
12, to take care of the modalities’® and then by 3 for the figures. The result is
11,943,936 combinations (p. 19. 16-17 H), of which 2,433,552 are conclu-
dent.’” According to our text, Aristotle’s syllogistic, as he presents it inA4Pr,
concerns itself with a mere six of the 576 types of proposition, and with a mere
108 of the 12 million combinations. Aristotle therefore elaborates only a
minute fragment of categorical syllogistic.

The suggestion that Aristotle restricts himself, ‘for the sake of simplicity’,
to six types of proposition is surprising—on several counts. First, our text
plainly implies that Aristotle did not discuss modal syllogisms in4 Pr. And

5% Here, as often, ‘ouMoyLou6s’ means ‘syllogism in abstraction from perceptible matter’ or
‘mood’.

55 Syrianus did not get past 144 (see Boethius, in In® 321. 20-323. 13), while Ammonius
managed to arrive at thefigure of 3,024 (in Int 219. 19-21). Our text confesses that it omits certain
further complications: p. 17. 21-8 H.

36 p.19.7 H: the modalities are already catered for in the 576 types of proposition: I suppose—
the text is not clear on the point—that modality comes into the picture twice,first with reference
to the modal status of the ‘matter’ of the proposition (thus e.g. ‘24 2 =4’ has a necessary matter),
and secondly with reference to the form of the proposition (thus e.g. ‘Necessarily 2+ 2 =4’ has a
necessary form): see e.g. Alexander,in APr27. 1-5; Ammonius, in Int 88. 18-28; Philoponus, in
APr43. 18-44. 1; John Italos, dialectica §§25, 31.

57 p. 19. 20-1 H—but the total must be modiied in some unspecified ways to account for the
vagaries of certain modal combinations.
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this is bizarre. It is not in the least odd that our text does not discuss modal
syllogistic—such an arcanum has no place in an elementary text.>® The oddity
lies in the implication that Aristotle was mum on the subject. For no one who
had read the Analytics—or who had seen any ancient commentary on the
work—could conceivably have thought that Aristotle had said nothing about
modal syllogistic. It appears to follow that the author of our text had not read
either Aristotle’s work or any commentary on it—a consequence which is
awkward. I have no explanation worth recording.

Secondly, the text plainly implies that an extension of the syllogistic to
cover all 576 types of proposition is a simple enough task—or so at least
I understand the remark that ‘the others too will be made clear’ by way of
the basic syllogisms. Again, no one familiar with the Analytics, or with the
commentatorial tradition, could have thought such a thing. Aristotle’s
account of modal syllogisms is notoriously dfficult, and evidently it does
not depend on a simple transposition from the non-modal to the modal.
The commentators show how the Peripatetic tradition was in a state of
perplexity.

Thirdly, our text plainly implies that the syllogistic expounded by Aristotle
in APr—and taken over by itself in 1. 30-2—concerns only those combin-
ations each of whose propositions consists of a simple name and a simple verb
(plus determinators). ‘Every man runs’ but not ‘Every man is an animal’, nor
‘Some man is unjust’, nor ‘No non-man is just’, nor ‘No non-man laughs’,
... This is plainly false. Not only does Aristotle explicitly remark, in the later
parts of APr, that the component propositions of syllogisms may have
any degree of complexity,” but the illustrative examples in the formal expos-
ition of the syllogistic are rarely of the simple ‘noun plus verb’ structure.
Rather, they usually contain, at least implicitly, a copula or ‘third item co-
predicated’.

The same is true of our text itself. Not one of its illustrative examples
contains a verb. The example of a syllogism in Barbara—typical for all the
subsequent examples—is this:

Substance to every animal
Animal to every man
Therefore: substance to every man®

True, the example is expressed in telegraphese rather than in Greek, and there
is nothing in it which answers to the copula. Nonetheless, the jargon expres-
sions correspond to Greek sentences in which a third item is co-predicated:
they do not correspond to Greek sentences of the structure ‘noun plus verb’.
Here it appears that the author of our text has not merely not read

8 But the text does say something about the modalities, and in particular about modal
conversion: 1. 22 (p. 15. 12-14 H), 1. 36 (p. 28. 21-29. 4 H).

% See esp. APr A 36-8.

01,30 (p. 21. 22-3 H)—already at 1. 25 (p. 18. 11-12 H); see above, n. 29.
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his Aristotle—he has not looked at the text which he is in the course of
writing.

How, in any event, might you think that Aristotle’s syllogistic would need
an extension in order to accommodate propositions outside the basic hexad?
In order to accommodate, say, the proposition ‘Every man is unjust’? Here an
exciting answer suggests itself: propositions of this sort have logical proper-
ties which are not shared by all universal affirmative propositions. For
example, from ‘Every man is unjust’ we may infer ‘No man is just’; and in
general, from ‘AaB’ we may infer ‘AeB’®' This formal inference is not
recognized in basic syllogistic. An extension of syllogistic might come to
display it—and might therefore open the way to some extra moods. Thus
an extended syllogistic might acknowledge the validity of, say:

AaB, BaC:: AeC

which follows from Celarent together with the inference in question.

This idea was to have a future, and perhaps it—or something like it—Ilies
darkly behind our text. But nothing in basic syllogistic could be said to ‘make
clear’ the validity of

AaB, BaC:: AeC,

which depends on a rule beyond its ken. If our author did have such moods in
mind, he failed to see—or contrived to hide—their relation to what he took to
be the basic moods of the syllogistic.

Hypothetical Moods

They occupy 1. 38. There are precisely six of them. They are said to be
‘different from the syllogisms we have just described’ (p. 30. 16 H); but the
first is ‘similar’ to a categorical mood. Our text does not trouble to explain
what a hypothetical syllogism is°> A curious sentence which announces that
such things contain five distinct features®® clearly implies that every hypo-
thetical syllogism contains a conditional proposition (p. 31. 26-32. 2 H)**

°! The equivalence between ‘AaB’ and ‘AeB’ is noted by Psellos: Philosophica minora 1. 15;
earlier essays in the samefield include Apuleius, inz 6 (p. 198. 7-17 M); Boethius, int syll cat 785A;
and the thing goes back ultimately to Aristotle, int 19°32-20°15.

2 Normally—and roughly—a hypothetical syllogism is a syllogism at least one of whose
premisses is a hypothetical proposition; and a proposition is hypothetical if it is of the form
‘f(Py, Py, ..., P,)—where each ‘P;’ is a proposition and ‘f” is an n-placed sentential connector.

5 Cf. Boethius, hyp syll 2.1. 1: ‘some think that hypothetical syllogisms consist offive parts,
others of three’; in his discussion of the controversy (§§1-6), Boethius refers to Ciceroin rhetoricis
(i.e.inv 1.37. 67-39. 72; cf. Marius Victorinus,in Cic rhet 1 (pp. 1024 Orelli) ), and I suppose that
the issue derives from the rhetorical tradition.

% Each such syllogism is declared to contain an antecedent and a consequent—and hence, by
implication, a conditional proposition. Unless our author thinks that disjunctions and conjunc-
tions also divide into antecedents and consequents? Blemmydes,epit log 36. 973BC, says that in
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But this is true of only half the types of hypothetical syllogism which the text
has just enumerated. Again, no explanation is dfered of why there are only
six kinds of hypothetical syllogism—and precisely these six kinds. There was
no unanimity on the point in the Peripatetic tradition®

Modern scholarship tends to associate hypothetical syllogistic with the
Stoics; but although the Stoics are mentioned in our text (p. 31. 28-9 H), it
is only as the users of a variant terminology *® Hypothetical syllogistic is not
presented as a Stoic annexe to a Peripatetic system—and in fact Peripatetic
logic, since the time of Theophrastus, had always incorporated a treatment of
hypothetical syllogisms.®” The Peripatetics generally supposed that hypothet-
ical syllogisms were in some fashion subordinate, or even reducible, to
categorical syllogisms.®® The claim in our text that hypothetical syllogisms
of the first type are ‘similar’ to categoricals perhaps hints at some sort of
reduction. An obscure remark at the end of 1. 38 claims—traditionally and
falsely—that the premisses of a hypothetical syllogisrn when they are con-
tested, are proved by way of categorical syllogisms®® and this, too, may be
taken to hint at a thesis of reduction or subordination. But there is nothing
explicit on the subject in our text.

The five hypothetical moods which are not similar to categoricals are
closely related to the five kinds of ‘indemonstrable’ argument which formed
the basis of classical Stoic logic. These kinds are sometimes presented by way
of the following schemata:

(1) If P, Q; P:: Q
(2) If P, Q; Not-Q:: Not-P
(3) Not-(both P and Q); P:: Not-Q

the dlS]ul‘lCthG proposmon ‘Séra 1) dpTids éoTw 7 mepuTTOS’, ‘Séka’ is the antecedent and
7] apTios éoTww 7] mepuTTos the consequent.

5 Alexander, for example, lists eight forms of hypothetical syllogism; but his extra hypothet-
ical items concern such things as arguments based on ‘the more and the less’:in 4 Pr 389. 31-390.
9 (= Theophrastus, 111E, in Fortenbaugh et al. (1994)). Some later texts recognize seven types of
hypothetical syllogism: Martianus Capella, 4. 420; Marius Victorinus,apud Cassiodorus, inst 2.
3. 13 [= Isidore, etym 2. 28. 23-6])—ultimately from Cicero, Top 13. 53-14. 57 (cf. Boethius, in
Cic Top 5 (pp- 353-9 Orelli) ). See below, p. 118. Others acknowledge six: the Ammonian scholia
(apud Ammonius, in APr XI 1-36)—one ‘wholly hypothetical’ syllogism and five ‘mixed’ (but
very different from what is to be found in our text); cf. Philoponus,in 4 Pr 243. 11-246. 14. Some
like five: [Ammonius], in A Pr 68.23-6 (corresponding, but not precisely, to items (1)—(5) below—
wholly hypothetical syllogisms being noted separately at 67. 29-30); Boethius (?),in APr 304. 5-
19 Minio-Paluello (for the authorship see Minio-Paluello (1957: 95); (1962: Ixxix—Ixxxviii); Shiel
1982). Blemmydes, epit log 36, recognizes the same six syllogisms as our author, to whom in this
chapter he is very close. (But he has not simply copied our text, and I imagine that he and our
author depend on a common source.)

 Cf. e.g. [Ammonius], in APr 68. 4-14.

7 See Barnes (1985); Maroth (1989).

8 The supposition is founded on Aristotle, 4Pr A 23; see Barnes (1997); Barnes (1983: 286 n.
3); Maroth (1989: 74-81).

9 p. 32.2-7 H: so too e.g. Alexander, in APr 262. 32-263. 25; Ammonius, in Int 3. 22-8;

Philoponus, in APr 301. 2-5.
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(4) Either P or Q; P:: Not-Q
(5) Either P or Q; Not-P:: Q°

The first two of our author’s pentad are indeed completely stoical’! The
presentation of the other three is in one respect diferent inasmuch as it is
explicitly allowed that the conjunction and the disjunctions which they
contain may have more than two members (p. 31. 15, 18, 21 H)”*> Thus
instead of (4) we have a mood which may be described as follows:

Given a disjunction (with any number of disjuncts) and also any one of the
disjuncts, infer the conjunction of the negations of each of the other
disjuncts. (See p. 31. 17-21 H.)

Schematically, and for the particular case of a triple disjunction, we might
write:

(4%) Either P or Q or R; P:: Not-Q and not-R/?

Disjunction in ancient logic is standardly taken to be ‘exclusive’; that is to
say, a disjunction is true if and only if precisely one of its disjuncts is true.
Hence (4%) is valid.

There is thus no difficulty with the transformation of (4) into (4)—or,
more generally, with its extension to multiple disjunctions of any degree of
complexity. For (5) the case is more complicated. The best generalization
might be thought to be something like this:

70 The schematic versions are unhistorical, and in the case of (3)—(5) they are inaccurate: e.g. if
the fourth indemonstrable is to be presented schematically rather than metalogically (see above,
n. 23), then it must be given by a pair of schemata:

(4a) Either P or Q; P:: Not-Q
(4b) Either P or Q; Q:: Not-P

For a careful account see Bobzien (1996: 134-41).

"I But the name of (2) is unusual: ‘this is also called conversion with contradiction
(ovv dvTéoer dvTioTpodt) inasmuch as we convert from animal to man but contradictorily’
(p- 31. 6-8 H). The same name is found in [Ammonius],in APr 68. 28, and in the Ammonian
scholia, apud Ammonius, in APr XI. 8-13 (‘it is called the second hypothetical and,
mapa Tois vewTépous, conversion with contradiction’). Earlier ‘conversion with contradiction’
describes either the operation of contraposition, which takes us from ‘If P, Q’ to ‘If not-Q, not-P’,
or else the contrapositive itself (e.g. Alexander,in APr 29. 15-17; 46. 6-8). And this presumably
explains the origin of the unusual nomenclature; for in fact [Ammonius] dfers us not (2) but
rather

(2%) If not-P, not-Q; Q:: P
So too in Cicero, Top 13. 53, we find (2) rather than (2); and also Martianus Capella, 4. 420.
Boethius, in Cic Top 5 (p. 356 O), gives (2); and in his comment on Cicero’s text he explains that
(2%) is a special case of (2) (p. 361 O). The Ammonian scholia give (2), and then dfer (2*) as
another example of the same mood. Marius Victorinus apparently dfered (2): Cassiodorus, inst
2. 3. 13 (cf. Isidore, etym 2. 28. 23).

72 S0 too e.g. Sextus, PH 2. 191; Galen, inst log 6. 6; Augustine, ¢ Acad 3. 13. 29; Philoponus, in
APr245. 23-4, 31-5; Blemmydes, epit log 36. 976D-977B.

73 This is not exact, for the reason given in n. 70 with reference to (4); and the same inexacti-
tude will mark the following schemata. (And it is not at all easy to produce a perspicuous
schematic representation of the generalization of (4).) If I nonetheless persist with schemata,
that is because their disadvantages do not affect the points which I am concerned to bring out.
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Given a disjunction (with any number of disjuncts) and also the negations
of at least one but not all of the disjuncts, infer the disjunction of the
remaining disjuncts (or, if only one disjunct remains, the remaining dis-
junct).

A schematic version of this, for the particular case of triple disjunctions,
requires two schemata:

(5%) Either P or Q or R; Not-P and not-Q:: R
(5+) Either P or Q or R; Not-P:: Either Q or R.

Each of these schemata is valid. Our text (p. 31. 21-6 H) dfers a generaliza-
tion of (5¥) and ignores (5+). It has, to be sure, precedents for so proceed-
ing;”* but from a logical point of view the procedure is arbitrary.

The case of (3) is more serious. The generalization of (3) might be thought
to look like this:

Given the negation of a conjunction (with any number of conjuncts) and
also at least one but not all of the conjuncts, infer the negation of the
conjunction of the remaining conjuncts (or, if only one conjunct remains,
the negation of the remaining conjunct).

For triple conjunctions consider the pair of schemata:

(3™ Not-(P and Q and R); P and Q:: Not-R
(34) Not-(P and Q and R); P:: Not-(Q and R)

Our text offers something different:

The fourth mood is the one which, from a negated conjunction and the positing of one
of the conjuncts, rejects the others (ra Aovrd); e.g.

It is not the case that the same thing is a man and a horse and an ox.

But it is a man.

Therefore: it is not the others. (p. 31. 13-17 H)

In other words, for triple conjunctions it suggests neither (3°) nor (34) but
rather:

(3%) Not-(P and Q and R); P:: Not-Q and not-R”?

And this is surely invalid. A conjunction is true if and only if each of its
conjuncts is true. Hence the negation of a conjunction is true if and only if at
least one of its conjuncts is false. Hence a proposition of the form

Not-(P and Q and R)

74 e.g. Philoponus, in APr 245. 34-5; cf. Galen, inst log 6. 6.
75 To be sure, the example rather suggests a schema from predicate logic, to wit:

(3P) (¥x) = (Fx A Gx A Hx); Fa:: = Ga A — Ha

Similarly with one of the two examples which illustrate (4°) and (5%). Are the examples merely
careless? I doubt it—Dbut the matter is too intricate to be broached here.
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may be true when both ‘P’ and ‘Q’ are true. Hence from
Not-(P and Q and R)

together with ‘P” we cannot validly infer ‘Not-Q’.

The error is not peculiar to our author. In his Topics Cicero lists seven
hypothetical moods.”® The first of the seven is (1) and the second is (2*);
the fourth is (4), the fifth (5), the sixth (3). As for the third, it may be
represented by

(3C) Not-(P and not-Q); P:: Q.”7

This is not identical with (3); but it is either a special case or else an immediate
consequence of (3); and its presence in the list has, for that reason, been found
odd.”® Finally, this is Cicero’s seventh mood:

(7) Not-(P and Q); Not-P:: Q.”°
The mood is invalid: if both ‘P’ and ‘Q’ are false, then
Not-(P and Q)

1S true.

Cicero does not explain why he takes (7) to be valid; but Boethius correctly
observes that the mood may be accepted if ‘P’ and ‘Q’ are restricted to
propositions which are jointly exclusive and mutually exhaustive. Hence it
is tempting to guess that Cicero presupposed that a negated conjunction is
true if and only if exactly one of its conjuncts is true®” in other words, that he
took

76 See above, n. 65.

"7 S0 at least Cicero’s example suggests; and so Martianus Capella, Marius Victorinus, and
Boethius certainly understood the text. Cicero’s description of the inference, as the MSS present
it, is this:

When you negate certain conjuncts and assume one or several of them px eis unum aut

plura sumpseris] so that what is left is rejected, that is called the third type of argument. op
13. 54)

That is, I suppose:

Given a negated conjunction (with any number of conjuncts) and also all but one of the
conjuncts, infer the negation of the remaining conjunct.

This does not fit the example: excision of aut plura clears up the difficulty (but see Frede 1974:
160-1).

78 Boethius, in Cic Top 5 (pp. 356-7 O), replaces (3C) by

(3B) Not-(if P, not-Q); P:: Q
—which (pp. 364-5 O) he seems to take to be the correct interpretation of Cicero’s text. Marius
Victorinus retains (3C) but replaces (6) by something which is not formally valid: Cassiodorus,
inst 2. 3. 13 (cf. Isidore, etym 2. 28. 24).

7 So the MSS; and the text is protected by the parallels in Martianus Capella, 4. 420, Marius
Victorinus (Cassiodorus, inst 2. 3. 13; cf. Isidore, etym 2. 28. 25), and Boethius, in Cic Top 5
(p- 359 O); see Frede 1974: 161-7 (who also refers to Philoponus,in 4 Pr 246. 5-16).

80 Note that he calls his third type of argumentilla ex repugnantibus sententiis conclusio(Top
14. 56).
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Not-(Pand Qand R and...)
to be equivalent to:
Exactly one of: P, Q, R, ...

Given such an equivalence, (7) is valid. Given such an equivalence—to return
to our text—(3%) is valid.

In our text, then, I suppose that (3%) is not a carelessness or a casual error:
rather, it derives from a tradition which took a non-Stoic view of negated
conjunctions, and which is represented for us in certain Latin logic texts.
Perhaps the tradition itself depends on nothing more diverting than a simple
carelessness, a trivial logical howler? I suspect not: rather, someone con-
sidered various ordinary sentences of the sort “You can’t have an entre
and a dessert with this menu, you know’; and he decided that such negated
conjunctions were true when exactly one of the conjuncts was true. Not an
implausible decision—but discussion would lead to distant and deepish
waters.

The five Stoic indemonstrables do not constitute the sum of their hypothetical
syllogistic. On the contrary, in calling the five moods ‘indemonstrable’
the Stoics suggest—what they also roundly affirm—that there are many
other demonstrable syllogisms. (Indeed, infinitely many.) Why does our
text limit itself to its versions of the five indemonstrables, suggesting that
they (together with one further item) constitute the whole of hypothetical
syllogistic? Perhaps our author thought it enough to list the moods of
the indemonstrables: inasmuch as all other hypothetical moods can be de-
rived from them, he has, in listing them, potentially encompassed all possible
hypothetical moods. But in that case why did he not do the same thing
with categoricals? Why, that is to say, did he not content himself with giving
the indemonstrables of the first figure? (Or, come to that, Barbara and
Celarent?)
Categorical syllogistic recognizes compound inferences. For example,

AaB, BaC, CaD:: AaD

is a valid mood.®' But compound categoricals—as their name suggests—were
construed as abbreviated strings of simple syllogisms. My example is an
abbreviation of a pair of Barbaras, which you might write thus:

AaB, BaC:: AaC, CaD:: AaD

If a Peripatetic logician affirms that there are precisely n valid categorical
moods, he means that there are n simple categorical moods: the compound

81 For compound categorical syllogisms see the Ammonian scholia,apud Ammonius, in APr
IX. 41-X. 28; [Ammonius], in APr 65. 29-31; Blemmydes, epit log 31. 933B. For compound
hypotheticals: the Ammonian scholia, apud Ammonius, in APr XI. 37-XII. 3.
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moods, infinite in number, do not count, they are not conceived of as
additions to the logical repertoire.

Perhaps the Peripatetics took a similar view with regard to the hypothetical
syllogisms. There are n simple moods. Any other valid moods are compound.
For example,

If P, Q; Either R or P; Not-R:: Q
is an abbreviated version of:
Either R or P; Not-R:: P; If P, Q:: Q

Hence the limitation to five hypotheticals.

Or rather, to six—for there is also thefirst of the hypotheticals mentioned
in our text, the one which is not a version of a Stoic indemonstrable but is
‘similar’ to a categorical.

First, let us introduce the syllogism similar to the categoricals:

If God is just, there are courts of justice in the hereafter

If there are courts of justice in the hereafter, souls are immortal

If God is just, souls therefore are immortaf?
This appears in the first combination of the first figure of the categorical syllogisms,
differing only in being hypothetical, as I have said. If the problem in question is
negative, it will be established hypothetically either through thefirst figure or through
the others. (p. 30. 20-8 H)

The example is a case of what the Peripatetics called a ‘wholly hypothetical
syllogism”.*?

Wherein lies the similarity between such syllogisms and categorical syllo-
gisms?* Most presentations of wholly hypothetical syllogistic operate with

telegraphic examples, of which the following is typical:

If man, then animal
If animal, then substance

Therefore: if man, then substance®

You might be prepared to accept the following schema as the pertinent
logical form of the argument:

If Fx, Gx; If Gx, Hx:: If Fx, Hx;

and you might be tempted to say of the schema that it is nothing other than
Barbara in hypothetical dress. For ‘If Fx, Gx’ is best construed universally, so
that ‘If man, then animal’ amounts to ‘Anything is, if a man, then an animal’;

82
83
84

Similar examples in Philoponus, in A Pr243. 25-32.

See Barnes (1983); Ierodiakonou (1990)—who discusses our text at 140-1.
[Ammonius], in APr 68. 15-23, which also talks of such similarities, does not help.
8 e.g. Alexander, in APr 326. 23-5—see Barnes (1983: 289-95); Ebert (1991: 17 n. 16).
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and that—according to some ancient logicians—is tantamount to the cat-
egorical sentence ‘Every man is an animal’®® In general, ‘If Bx, Ax’ is
equivalent to—if not synonymous with—‘AaB’. Wholly hypothetical syllo-
gisms—of this particular sort—are ‘similar to’ categorical syllogisms inas-
much as they are lightly disguised instances of the categorical mood Barbara.

This conclusion is pleasingly close to the claim made in our text. But it
cannot be correct. The example given in the text’ has the form:

IfP,Q; IfQ, R:: If P, R.
It does not have the form
If Fx, Gx; If Gx, Hx:: If Fx, Hx.

Thus the alleged equivalence between ‘If Bx, Ax’ and ‘AaB’ cannot be the
explanation of the similarity which our text claims to hold between wholly
hypothetical syllogisms and categoricals.

A second attempt to unearth the similarity calls on Theophrastus. Alexan-
der reports that Theophrastus had examined wholly hypothetical syllogisms,
and that he had established certain analogies between conditional propos-
itions and categorical propositions5®

Being a consequent or apodosis is analogous to being predicated, and being antece-
dent to being subject—for in a way it is subject for what is inferred from it. (Alexander,
in APr326.31-2)

‘AaB’ sets down B and says A of it. ‘If P, Q’ sets down P and says Q on its
basis. Aristotle had allowed himself the locution ‘A follows B’ as an expres-
sion of universal affirmative propositions®’ just as ‘AaB’ says that A follows
B, so (and more obviously) ‘If P, Q’ says that Q follows P. The schema

IfP,Q;IfQ,R:: If P, R
1s similar to Barbara
AaB, BaC:: AaC

inasmuch as ‘If P, Q’ is analogous to ‘BaC’, ‘If Q, R’ to ‘AaB’, and ‘If P, R’ to
‘AaC’. So Theophrastus; and it is reasonable to conclude that our author
works in the Theophrastan tradition.

Thus one sort of wholly hypothetical syllogism is similar to Barbara. A
second sort is then described: ‘If the problem in question is negative, it will be
established hypothetically either through the first figure or through the
others’. What does it mean to say that ‘the problem in question is negative’?

86 See e.g. Galen, simp med temp 11. 499 K; Boethius, iiyp syll 1. 1. 6.

87 Compare the example in the Ammonian scholia, apud Ammonius, in APr XI. 2-3; cf.
Boethius, iyp syll 1. 3. 5.

88 in APr325. 31-328. 7 (see Theophrastus, 1138, in Fortenbaugh ez al. (1994)); cf. Philopo-
nus, in APr 302. 6-23 (= Theophrastus, 113c, in Fortenbaugh e al. (1994)); see Barnes (1983).

89 See below, p- 131.
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A ‘problem (mp6BAnua)’ is, on Aristotle’s definition, a question of the form:
Is it the case that P or not? And syllogisms were construed as answers to
problems—that is to say, you solve the ‘problem’ byfinding an appropriate
syllogism the conclusion of which is either ‘P’ or ‘Not-P’?° Hence the word
‘problem’ came to be used as a general designation for the conclusion of a
syllogism. We might therefore imagine that the ‘problem’ in the illustrative
example is:

If God is just, souls therefore are immortal;
and we might then guess that an example of a negative problem might be:
It is not the case that if God is just, souls therefore are immortal.

But it is evident that the ‘problem’ in the example is not the conditional
proposition but rather its consequent, ‘Souls are immortal’. Note the position
of ‘dpa’ in the last line: el 6 feos dikatos, abavator apa al Juyal (p. 30.
23 H). This clearly suggests that the ‘real’ conclusion of the argument—and
hence the substance of the problem—is ‘Souls are immortal’. The underlying
idea is this: the conclusion of a wholly hypothetical argument is not a
conditional proposition, it is not ‘If P, R’. Rather, the conclusion is the
consequent of the conditional proposition, ‘R’. The last line of the wholly
hypothetical argument presents the conclusion, but presents it hypothetic-
ally. The argument is not taken to establish that if P, then R: it is taken to
establish that R—on the hypothesis that P!

A negative problem will then be something of the form ‘Not-R’; for
example: ‘Souls are not immortal’ and the conclusion—the last line—of a
negative wholly hypothetical argument will therefore have the form:

If P, not-R

Given that ‘If P, Q’ is analogous to ‘AaB’, presumably ‘If P, not-Q’ will be
analogous to ‘AeB’. And corresponding to Celarent we shallfind the wholly
hypothetical schema:

If P, Q; If Q, not-R:: If P, not-R.

Two other categorical moods conclude to propositions of the form ‘AeC’,
namely Cesare

BeA, BaC:: AeC
and Camestres
BaA, BeC:: AeC.

% For ‘mpdpinua’ see also 1. 39 (p. 32. 12 H), below, p. 130.

! The same idea is found in Alexander:in APr265. 15-17;326.12-17; Philoponus,in APr243.
32-6; 244. 16-21; cf. Boethius (?),in APr 320. 7-16 M—P (= Theophrastus, 113D, in Fortenbaugh
et al. (1994)): Alexander et plurimus chorus philosophorum nec syllogismos huiusmodi contendunt:
nil enim nisi consequentiam eos aiunt ostendere(320. 14-16). See Barnes (1983: 307-9).
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Corresponding to them we may invent the schemata
If P, Q; If R, not-Q:: If P, not-R

and
If P, not-Q; If R, Q:: If P, not-R,

each of which is valid.

No doubt our text has these three negative schemata in mind. But it
actually says that a negative problem ‘will be established hypothetically either
through the first figure or through the others’;’? and ‘the others’ must refer to
the second and the third figures. Yet no third figure mood yields a universal
negative conclusion. Our author has blundered—but it is perhaps no more
than a careless slip.

Our text explicitly takes wholly hypothetical syllogisms to constitute a
single type of syllogism; yet Barbara, Celarent, Cesare, and Camestres are
four distinct categorical moods: why not embrace four distinct wholly hypo-
thetical moods? To be sure, the hypothetical companion of Celarent might be
regarded as a special case of the hypothetical companion of Barbara; but the
same is not true of the other two negative moods’> More generally, our text
offers no hint that wholly hypothetical syllogisms had once been elaborated
in a systematic fashion**

Non-Concludent Combinations

Our text works with a hexad of categorical propositions, and it dfirms that
the six varieties of categorical proposition allow the construction of thirty-six
combinations, thus:

aa ae al ao au ay
ee ea el eo eu ey
il ia ie 10 iu iy
00 0a o€ 01 ou oy
uu ua ue ui uo uy

yy ya ye yi yo yu

92 Theophrastus invented three hypothetical figures corresponding to the three categorical
figures. Yet we should not be tempted to think that our text refers to the hypotheticalfigures: to
change reference without warning and in the space of three lines would be unpardonable; and the
text clearly supposes that affirmative problems can be proved only in the first figure—which is
false of the hypothetical figures.

3 Blemmydes, epit log 36. 977D-979A (cf. Philoponus, in APr 243. 13-15), recognizes four
types of wholly hypothetical mood, inasmuch as the conclusion of such a syllogism may have any
of the four forms ‘If P, Q’, ‘If P, not-Q’, ‘If not-P, Q’, and ‘If not-P, not-Q’.

4 Contrast e.g. Boethius, hyp syll 2. 9. 1-3. 6. 4.
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The calculation presupposes that an ea pairing, say, is distinct from an ae
pairing. The pairing which yields Cesare is

{BeA, BaC}.
The pairing which yields Camestres is
{BaA, BeC}.

And these two sets are supposedly distinct. Most, but not all, ancient ac-
counts of the syllogistic took this line. It is not immediately evident how the
two pairings were thought to be distinguished. This does not concern me
here. But I venture to add that the orthodox line does not imply that
combinations are ordered pairings: the pairing for Cesare is

{BeA, BaC},
not
<BeA, BaC>.

There is no such thing as ‘the first premiss’ of a syllogism.”

However that may be, our text informs us which combinations in each
figure are concludent, and then affirms that all the rest are non-concludent. It
offers no systematic proofs for the concludence of concludent combinations
or for the non-concludence of non-concludent combinations. But it dfers a
sketch of the ways in which concludence may be proved, and it passes some
remarks on the manner of proving non-concludence. I shall say something
about the latter remarks—and first it is worth saying what a proof of non-
concludence ought to establish.

To say that a combination is non-concludent is not to say that nothing can
be deduced from it: trivially, from any combination an irfinite number of
propositions can be deduced. Rather, a combination is non-concludent if and
only if it is not concludent; and a combination is concludent if and only if it
entails a categorical proposition the two terms of which are identical with
the two extreme terms of the combination. For example, a combination of the
type ae in the first figure is concludent if and only if at least one of
the following twelve schemata is a valid mood:

(1) AaB, BeC:: AaC
(2) AaB, BeC:: AeC
(3) AaB, BeC:: AiC
(4) AaB, BeC:: AoC
(5) AaB, BeC:: AuC
(6) AaB, BeC:: AyC

95 See Barnes (1997a: 121-5).



Syllogistic in the anon Heiberg 125

(7) AaB, BeC:: CaA
(8) AaB, BeC:: CeA
(9) AaB, BeC:: CiA
(10) AaB, BeC:: CoA
(11) AaB, BeC:: CuA
(12) AaB, BeC:: CyA

Consequently, the combination is non-concludent if and only if each of the
twelve schemata is invalid.

To prove non-concludence, then, we shall apparently need to produce no
fewer than twelve distinct demonstrations, one for each schema. Aristotle
made the task lighter for himself: in 4 Pr A 4-6 he restricts his attention to six
of the twelve schemata; and he supposes that thefirst figure combination ae is
concludent if and only if at least one of schemata (1)—(6) is valid. Moreover,
he saw that the task could be made lighter still. Given the equivalences
between ‘AiB’ and ‘AuB’ and between ‘AoB’ and ‘AyB’, (5) is invalid if and
only if (3) is invalid, and (6) is invalid if and only if (4) is invalid. And given
the rules of subalternation, if (3) is invalid then (1) is invalid, and if (4) is
invalid then (2) is invalid. Hence if we can show that (3) and (4) are invalid,
the invalidity of all six schemata will have been demonstrated.

How might the invalidity of, say, (3), be proved? In several ways. One of
them—the way which Aristotle himself trod—relies on the production of
counterexamples. If (3) is valid, then any triad of terms whatever has the
following property: if, when the terms are substituted for ‘A’, ‘B’, and ‘C’ in
the premisses of the mood, two truths result, then when the appropriate two
terms are substituted for ‘A’ and ‘C’ in the conclusion of the mood a truth
results. Hence (3) is invalid if there is at least one triad of concrete terms—say
X, °Y’, ‘Z’—such that ‘XaY’ and ‘YeZ’ are both true and “XiZ’ is false; or,
equivalently, if there is at least one triad such that all of

XaY, YeZ, XeZ

are true.

How might we show that there is such a triad? By producing one—for
example, the triad ‘Animal’, ‘Man’, ‘Inanimate’. The following three propos-
itions are all true:

Animal holds of every man
Man holds of nothing inanimate
Animal holds of nothing inanimate

Hence not all concrete triads which make ‘AaB’ and ‘BeC’ true also make
‘AiC’ true. Hence (3) is not valid.

The invalidity of (4) can be shown in the same way—say by means of the
triad ‘Substance’, ‘Animal’, ‘Inanimate’.
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Hence—or so Aristotle concludes’®—the combination in question is non-
concludent.”’

So much for what must be done, and for one way of doing it. Here is the
passage in which our text remarks on proofs of non-concludence in thefirst
figure:

All the combinations apart from these are non-concludent. They are called non-
concludent because they infer to contrary and incompatible conclusions. So—to
take as a single example the second combination of thefirst hexad in this first figure—

Substance to every animal
Animal to no inanimate
Therefore: substance to every inanimate

And again, for the same combination:

Animal to every man
Man to no inanimate
Therefore: animal to no inanimate

Observe how, for the same combination and the same quality and quantity, contrary
conclusions have been inferred. (1. 30 (p. 22, 14-22 H) ¥®

% Had he considered all twelve schemata, he would have come to a dfferent conclusion; for
schema (10) is a valid mood—it is the mood called Fapesmo. Here is a proof:

1(1) AaB premiss

2(2) BeC premiss

3(3) not-CoA hypothesis

3(4) CaA 3, square of opposition
1,3(5) CaB 1, 4 Barbara
1,3(6) not-CoB 5, square of opposition

2(7) CeB 2, conversion

2(8) CoB 7, subalternation

1,2(9) CoA 1, 2, 3, 6, 8 reductio
7 Here is Aristotle’s version of the proof:

If the first follows each of the middle and the middle holds of none of the last, then there will not
be a syllogism of the extremes; for nothing necessary results by virtue of the fact that this is so.

That is, the combination {AaB, BeC} is non-concludent insofar as there is no valid mood of the
form ‘AaB, BeC:: AxC’.
For it is possible for the first to hold of each of the last and of none of it, so that neither the
particular nor the universal is necessary.

That s, possibly (AaB and BeC and AaC), so that ‘AaB, BeC:: AoC’ is not valid (and hence ‘AaB,
BeC:: AeC’ is not valid either); and possibly(AaB and BeC and AeC), so that ‘AaB, BeC:: AiC’ is
not valid (and hence ‘AaB, BeC:: AaC’ is not valid either).

And if nothing is necessary, there will not be a syllogism by way of these items. Terms for
holding of each: Animal, Man, Horse. Of none: Animal, Man, Stone. (4 Pr 26%2-9)

This is Aristotle’s most elaborate exposition of a proof of non-concludence. It is nothing if not
concise, and it has often been misunderstood. On Aristotle’s method see Patzig (1968: 168-92);
Lear (1980: 54-75); Thom (1981: 56-64).

%8 Cf. 1. 31 (p. 23. 19-25 H), on the second figure, and 1. 32 (p. 25. 14-26 H), on the third. In
the case of the second figure the text simply gives us two triads of true propositions and leaves us
to decide what to make of them. In the case of the thirdfigure there are two triads, and then the
statement that, in the case of all the non-concludent combinations, an appropriate choice of
terms will show that ‘they do not always infer to the same conclusions’. Note also the scholium
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These remarks have some affinity with the Aristotelian method which I have
just sketched; but they do not reproduce that method, and the method which
they describe is doubly bizarre. First, the reason for denying that a combin-
ation is concludent is precisely the fact that certain propositions of the form
‘AxC’ can be inferred from it. Secondly, the conclusions which our text
invites us to draw quite evidently do not follow from the premisses which it
offers us.
It is worth citing a second passage. After a description of Darapti,

AaB, CaB:: AiC
we find this:

Sometimes ‘to every’ is also concluded, the terms or the matter being responsible and
not the combination nor the structure of the syllogism—for in that case ‘to every’
would always be inferred. E.g.

Substance to every man

Animal to every man

Therefore: substance to every animal. (1. 32 (p. 24. 1-5 H))

The pseudo-mood Darapta—
AaB, CaB:: AaC

—is not valid. It is not valid because you cannot always infer a universal
affirmative conclusion from premisses of that form. But sometimes a univer-
sal affirmative conclusion can be inferred; and in such cases it is the ‘matter’
of the particular concrete argument, or the particular concrete propositions
which are its premisses, which account for the validity?’

The connexion between this passage and the proofs of non-concludence is
plain;'% and the passage shares one of the oddities of the proofs—for it
approves an argument which is evidently invalid. Given

Substance to every man
and
Animal to every man,
you may not infer
Substance to every animal,
even though this third proposition is also true.
(p. 130. 18-21 H—virtually identical with Philoponus,in APr 34. 7-10): ‘“The word “7¢” [in

Aristotle’s definition of the syllogism] is taken for “‘the conclusion which is inferred ought to be a
single determined item”—it is there to distinguish syllogisms from non-concludent combinations

995

[here called “ov{vyias’] which conclude both to “to every” and also to “to no”’.

% On matter and form in ancient logic see Barnes (1990: 39-65); Flannery (1995: 109-45).
100 The connexion is explicitly noted at p. 25. 19-26 H.
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In order to prove the non-concludence of thefirst figure combination in ae,
the text purports to produce a triad of concrete terms such that the concrete
argument

XaY, YeZ:: XaZ
is valid; and a second concrete triad such that
X*aY*, Y*eZ*:: X*eZ*

is valid. Although the text fails to produce such triads, we may still ask why
such things—were they to be found—should be thought to prove non-
concludence. The underlying idea is surely this: the first argument shows
that arguments of the form (4) are not always valid, and the second argument
shows that arguments of the form (3) are not always valid. Hence the
schemata (4) and (3) are not valid moods. Hence the combination is non-
concludent.

Both Aristotle’s method and the method indicated by our text hunt for
pairs of triads. But the methods differ in this respect: Aristotle requires triads
of terms which make certain triads of propositions true; our text requires
triads of terms which make certain arguments valid.

Our text is not innovative. On the contrary, the method which it patronizes
is found in Alexander, and then in most later Peripatetic texts which deal with
non-concludence.'®! It is, in short, the orthodox method of the late Peripa-
tos'®?—where it began life as an interpretation of Aristotle. It is a false
interpretation of Aristotle. Moreover, it is a method which is invariably
bungled in its application inasmuch as we are urged to accept arguments
which are invalid.'® None the less, the method need not be considered as an
interpretation of Aristotle (nor does our text dffer it as such); and even if its
applications are bungled, the method might itself be acceptable.

At the heart of the method there lies a certain thesis, never explicit but
clearly implicit in our texts. It is this:

If propositions of the form P and Q sometimes entail a proposition of the
form R, then the schema

P, Q:: Not-R
is not a valid mood.

191 See e.g. Alexander, in APr 52. 22-4 (‘combinations which change and are reshaped along
with their matter and have different and conflicting conclusions at different times are non-
concludent and unreliable’); cf. 55. 21-32; 57. 3-4; 61. 18-20; Philoponus,in APr 34. 7-10; 75.
3-7,25-30; 76. 6-20; 80. 25-81. 21; [Ammonius], in APr 48. 40-49. 6; 62. 12-14—see Patzig
(1968: 171-2); Barnes (1990: 58-62); Barneset al. (1991: 12-14, which the present pages amplify
and correct); Flannery (1995: 136-42).

192 Byt perhaps not the only method. Thus Apuleius holds that a combination is
non-concludent ‘because it can infer a falsity from truths’ ¢nt 14 (p. 215. 6-7 M); cf. 8 (p. 203.
5-6 M)). Or is Apuleius merely proposing the orthodox method in a confused manner?

193 The two points are connected: the applications are bungled because they use Aristotle’s
triads, or triads closely modelled on them.
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The thesis has a certain plausibility. But it is false. It is worth showing that it
is false—and first it is worth showing that one seductive objection to it is itself
false.

The seductive objection suggests that the antecedent of the thesis can never
be given a true instantiation; for it makes no sense to suppose that propos-
itions of a given form might sometimes entail a certain form of proposition
and sometimes not entail one. Entailment, after all, is an all or nothing dfair:
items do not ‘sometimes’ entail other items.

The objection is false. Consider again the schema

AaB, BeC:: AeC.

The schema is not a valid mood—that has already been demonstrated. But
now take the concrete triad of terms ‘Man’, ‘Man’, and ‘Stone’; and construct
the argument:

MaM, MeS:: MeS.

That argument is an instance of the invalid schema. It is also—and trivially—
a valid argument. (It is not a syllogism, you will say. True—it does not satisfy
the conditions laid down by Aristotle in his ddfinition of the syllogism. But no
matter. The question is not: Is the argument an Aristotelian syllogism?
But rather: Is the argument valid?) An invalid schema may have instances
which are formally valid deductions; and the seductive objection is false!**

There is a true objection. As terms take ‘Man’, ‘Man’, and ‘Greek’.

Consider the argument:
MeM, MaG:: MaG

This argument is evidently and trivially valid. Now the argument is an
instance of the schema

AeB, BaC:: AaC.

Hence arguments which instantiate this schema are sometimes valid. But
then, if we accept the thesis which lies at the heart of the late Peripatetic
method, we shall be obliged to reject the schema

AeB, BaC:: AoC
—and «a fortiori the schema
AeB, BaC:: AeC.

But the first of these schemata is Celaront and the second Celarent. Thus the
thesis at the heart of the orthodox method is false, and the method itself is to
be rejected.

194 The schema
P,Q: R
is not a valid mood. Every valid syllogism is an instance of the schema. ..
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The Colophon of Philosophy

1. 39-48 contains a continuous argument. It is the most technically sophisti-
cated part of the treatise; it is presented as the summit or culmination—the
roopwv—of the study; and it purveys a ‘remarkable method’ which rests on
‘a genuinely profound and most scientific consideration’. It is evidently the
most important part of the Chapter in its author’s eyes.

So that we may have a ready supply (€9mopia) of premisses for any disputed problem
which is put forward, a remarkable method has been discovered: by way of it we have
a ready supply of premisses and thus can demonstrate by way of a conclusion the
communality or the alienation of the terms in the problem. He hands this method
down by way of a certain consideration. .. (1. 39 (p. 32. 10-15 H))

‘He hands down’—who does? Aristotle, although our text does not say so;
and the ultimate source of the discussion in 1. 39-48 is4 Pr A 27-8,'°° where
Aristotle explains ‘how we shall have a ready supply (€vmopyoouer) of
syllogisms in relation to whatever may be posited’ (43'20-1). That is to say,
the colophon of philosophy is what the Middle Ages later pictured as thepons
asinorum.'*®

The method or uéfodos is apparently distinguished from the consideration
or fewpmua; and at p. 32. 18 H the text announces: “This is the fecrpnua’.
Since there is nothing answering to a theorem in the following lines, I take the
word ‘decypmypa’ in a relaxed sense—a certain heuristic method is to be based
on certain logical considerations. It is difficult to say where the account of the
ferpnua ends and the account of the method begins. Indeed, I incline to
think that there is no exposition of the method itself: we get thefecpnyua and
are left to deduce the method for ourselves.

However that may be, the method must sound like a piece of hocus-pocus.
How could any method help me to solve every problem, to prove every
provable truth?'®” To be sure the method is less audacious thanfirst appears.
Every problem is said to be ‘contained in two terms’; and every solution to a
problem consists of a syllogism, the conclusion of which is an appropriate
proposition of the form ‘AxC’:

Since each problem in dispute is contained in two terms, we need another term to
mediate and either to connect the extremes to one another or else to separate and
dissever them. (1. 39 (p. 32. 18-21 H))

195 Which Alexander, in APr 290. 16-18, and Philoponus, in APr 270. 10, 273. 21, explicitly
characterize as a uéfodos.

196 The diagram—or at any rate, a diagram—was used by Alexander ¢n A Pr301. 10—but it is
not preserved in our MSS of the commentary), and by Philoponus ¢n APr 274. 7—with a
diagram in the MSS); and it is found in many MSS of 4 Pr itself (Minio-Paluello 1957: 97 n. 7).
See e.g. Thom (1981: 73-5).

197 The method is presented as a method of proof: cf. p. 32. 14 H (dmodeikvoper’); APr43*38,
P11 (cf. 43%21-2: Tas wepl éxaoTov dpyds). But Aristotle’s method, in virtue of the division
which he makes in the lists of terms (see below, p. 131), will enable us to supply both demonstra-
tive and non-demonstrative syllogisms: see 43°9-11; Philoponus, in 4 Pr 280. 11-27.
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The question is, how do wefind such a middle term? And the method answers
the question. If the question is sensibly less daunting than itsfirst expression
suggested,'®® it is none the less daunting enough—how could any method be
devised to answer it? Surely each science will have its own methods?

The fec)pypa on which the method is based is complex; and the exposition
in our elementary text is (or so I have found) more dfficult to follow than
Aristotle’s original version.

We start with a problem, the terms of which will be designated ‘A’ and ‘E’.
(This is the first time in our text that schematic letters have been used: they are
not explained.) And we construct—or discover—six sets of terms, H'A and
ZHG?égthree of them associated with A and three with E (1. 39 (p. 32. 21-6
H)).

For the middle term has three qualities in relation to each of the two extremes: either
the middle is one of the terms which follows them, i.e. one of the more universal terms,
or it is one of those which they follow,! 10 e. one of the more particular terms, or it is
one of the alien terms. (p. 32. 26-33. 1 H)

B, T, and A terms associate with A; Z, H and ® terms with E. X is a B-term if
it ‘follows’ or is ‘more universal than’ A. In Peripatetic jargon, ‘X follows Y’
normally means ‘XaY’.!''! But from “XaY’ it does not follow that X is more
universal than Y; for ‘XaY’ is compatible with “YaX’, in which case the two
terms are equally universal. X is more universal than Y if it holds of every Y
and also of some non-Y. Hence X is a B-term if XaA and also AoX. Similarly,
Xis a Z-term if XaE and EoX. If X is al'-term, it is ‘more particular’ than A;
that is to say, X is a I'-term if AaX and also XoA. And X is an H-term if EaX
and XoE. As for ‘alien’ terms, it emerges that X is aA-term if XeA and X is a
®-term if XeE.

It is evident that the three ‘qualities’ do not exhaust the relations in which
the middle term may stand to the extremes. (Although the run of the text may
suggest exhaustivity, there is no explicit claim to this dfect—and the word
‘Twas’ at p. 32. 26 H perhaps insinuates non-exhaustivity.) Why, for
example, not construct sets of terms such that XiA or XiE? On this point
our text is at one with Aristotle, who remarks that ‘we should not select terms
which follow some, but rather those which follow all the object’ (4 Pr 43°
11-12)."2 None the less, our text is at once more generous and more sparing
than Aristotle. The touches of generosity are harmless!'® but the omission of

198 Not, to be sure, in Aristotle’s view; for he has already purportedly shown that every proof
must take such a form (4Pr A 23). See Barnes (1997b).

109 Cf. APr44*11-17—at p. 32. 22 H 6 $pirboogos’ designates Aristotle.

% Omitting ‘év” before ‘ofs’ at p. 32. 28: cf. p. 33. 3, 5, 14, 18, 25.

11 Seee.g. Aristotle, 4 Pr43°3; 44713; Alexander, in APr 55. 10—11; 294. 1-2 (with reference to
433 ; see above, p. 121.

"2 Nor need we select terms such that AeX and EeX, for ‘the negative converts’ @Pr
43°5_6)—i.e. such terms are identical with A-terms and ®-terms.

3 e.g. our text will require ‘substance’ to appear among the B-terms for ‘animal’ and also

among the B-terms for ‘man’: according to Aristotle, if X is a B-term for Y and YaZ, then X
should not appear among the B-terms for Z (4 Pr 43°22-6).
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certain types of term which Aristotle includes is another matter—an elemen-
tary treatise may perhaps suppress the refinement which calls for sets of

ws éml 76 mo)v predicates (4 Pr 43°32-6); but it is strange—and potentially

disastrous—to exclude co-extensive terms.'*

Having constructed the six sets of terms, consider next those terms which
are found both in one of the sets associated with A and in one of the sets
associated with E.''> Our text gives the impression that, for any A and any E,
there will always be at least one such term. In any event, the fecrpnua
implicitly limits itself to pairs of terms, A and E, for which that holds
true.!'® Any such common term must fall into one of nine classes: either it
is both a B-term and a Z-term—either, as the text puts it, it is a BZ term, or it
1sal'Zterm,oraAZ,oraBH,oral’'H,oraAH, oraB®,oral'®, oraA®.
The text develops an illustrative example of a I'H term; and it then goes
through, in schematic fashion, each of the nine classes in the order in which I
have listed them.""”

The fech)pnua is most easily presented by way of an example. Suppose that
the problem is this: What is the connexion between pipe-smoking and dfabil-
ity, between being a pipe-smoker and being affable? In other words, for what x
do we have it that PxA? We consult the pertinent sets of terms for P and A; and
we find that the term ‘contented’ appears both as a B-term and as an H-term.
What next? Well, in this particular case, you might well imagine the following
response: ‘Since C is a B-term, CaP and PoC, and since C is also an H-term,

114 Aristotle explicitly requires us to list iSta (AP; 43°2- 3 26— 9) which our text 1mp1101t1y
excludes. Here A Pr distinguishes between 6 och,uOL {Staand Goa E7T€T(1L 7¢ mpbypari (43°2-
4), so that you might reasonably infer that, in this context at least,6ca émerac are always taken
to be KaBO/\LKd)Tepa. Now when in A 28 the fecopnua is developed, Aristotle speaks exclusively
of ooa émerau: a reader might naturally suppose that 6oa €merad here are the same items as
boa émerar at 43°2-4; and so he might conclude that the fecdpnua apphes only to
rafodkdrrepo, terms. Thus Alexander, in APr 306. 24-307. 7, takes APr 44*38-°5 to restrict
the sets of terms to kafolxwTepa. Later, at 309. 11-35, he rightly concludes that the sets will
contain co-extensional terms as well as Kaﬂo)\mu')repa (something he had already stated plainly
enough at 295. 1-3). None the less, he still gives a certain preference toxafolkdTepa inasmuch
as, according to him, the method requires us to lookfirst for kafolikdTepa and to take in co-
extensional terms only if no kafolikcdTepa are to be found. In sum: our text is mistaken when it
excludes co-extensional terms. But Aristotle’s text invites the mistake. Alexander narrowly
avoids it. And Philoponus in effect warns against it: ‘It is clear that what follows something
either extends further or is equal-—animal, which extends further, follows man, and so does
laughing, which is equal’ (in APr 273. 30-3, on APr 43°4).

115 Cf. APr43°42; 44°1, 6, 11.

16 gq, explicitly, Alexander, in APr 294. 21-2.

17 Aristotle goes through the classesfirst at 4 Pr 43°39-44%11, using metalogical descriptions,
and then at 44*11-35, using schematic letters. In the metalogical treatment he mentionsI'Z, TH,
AZ, BO and AH, which he uses to generate syllogisms in Barbara, Darapti, Celarent, Camestres,
and Felapton. In the schematic treatment he lists the samefive classes and moods, and adds to
them BH and Baralipton. Later, at 44°25-37, he remarks that BZ,I'®, and A® terms are ‘useless
for making syllogisms’. Aristotle is interested in the production of (demonstrative) syllogisms: for
each of the four types of categorical proposition, his procedure identfies (at least one) class of
common term which will serve for its deduction. Our text—in the interest of a scientfic hunt and
discovery (1. 39 (p. 33. 26-7 H) )—wants to ensure that every combination (and hence every
concludent combination) has been considered.



Syllogistic in the anon Heiberg 133

AaC and CoA. Now, by Barbara, we may infer that AaP (from ‘AaC’ and
‘CaP’); and then—if you insist—we may convert and assert that PiA.’

Now that is exactly what Aristotle does with BH terms!'® But it is not how
the fecopypa proceeds in our text. Rather, wefind this:

From BH terms there are generated sixteen non-concludent combinations in thefirst
figure: with a particular affirmative major and a minor which is either particular
affirmative or particular negative or undetermined afirmative or undetermined nega-
tive; or with a particular negative major and... (1. 43 (p. 35. 24-8 H))

It would be tedious to quote the whole passage. The sum of it is this:

A BH term generates

—in the first figure: ii, io, iu, iy, 0o, oi, ou, oy, uu, ui, uo, uy, yy, yi, yo, yu—all of
which are non-concludent;

—in the second figure: ao, ay—both concludent; and ai, au—both non-concludent;
—in the third figure: ia, oa, ua, ya—all concludent.

In all, then, a BH term generates twenty-four combinations, six of which are
concludent. Similar accounts are given of the eight other classes. Taken
together—what magic—they generate all 192 combinations.

What is going on? Let us return to our example. The BH term ensures that
CaP, PoC, AaC, and CoA. It also, according to our text, generates twenty-
four combinations—among which the combination for Barbara is not to be
found. First, why not Barbara? I suppose, with little corfidence, that the
answer is this: the fecypypa generates only those combinations which have a
configuration appropriate to the problem. The problem—the conclusion to
any pertinent syllogism—must have the form ‘PxA’. In thefirst figure, every
combination appropriate to this problem must have the form

Px,C, Cx5A.
The combination
AaC, CaP

does not have this configuration. Hence the fecpnua does not generate it.
(‘So much the worse for the fec)pnua: the restriction which it places on the
generation of combinations is wholly arbitrary; and although there is nothing
thereby logically amiss with it, the arbitrariness makes it an implausible
candidate for the founding of a useful method.”)

However that may be, a BH term does not generate the combination for
Barbara. But it does generate twenty-four other combinations—how? The
text says nothing on the matter; and it is not easy to devise a convincing
answer.

18 “If B is the same as H, there will be a converted syllogism. For E will hold of every A—since
B of A and E of B (it is the same as H)—whereas A will not necessarily hold of every E but will
necessarily hold of some since a universal afirmative predication converts to a particular’ (4 Pr
44%30-5).
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It will seem plausible to think along the following lines. The ddinition of a
BH term guarantees four propositions, which constitute what I shall call the
‘basic group’. In our case:

CaP, PoC, AaC, CoA.

The members of this group entail various other propositions by way of the
conversion laws and the equivalences for unquantfied propositions. Adding
all the entailed propositions to the basic group, we arrive at the ‘extended
group’, in our case:

CaP, PiC, CiP, PuC, CuP, PoC, PyC, AaC, CiA, AiC, CuA, AuC, CoA,
CyA

Pair off the members of this extended group to form combinations in the
various figures, and all the twenty-four combinations listed in the text are
generated.

That is satisfactory enough in itself. But it does not meet all the demands of
the text. For the extended group generates more than the twenty-four desid-
erated combinations. For example, it generates

PiC, AiC

which is a non-concludent third figure combination. According to our text,
this combination is generated not by a BH term but rather by a BZ term (1. 40
(p. 34. 11-13 H)). The procedure I have rehearsed may generate all the
combinations listed—but it does not generate only those combinations. We
need something more sophisticated.

No simple procedure will do the trick. Here is one complex procedure. The
key to it is this: although we start, as before, with the basic group, we
construct three extended groups, not one—and the construction is done
under certain restrictions.

I start with the notion of a ‘serviceable’ proposition: a proposition is
serviceable for a given figure if it may serve as a member of an appropriate
combination in that figure. Next, consider, for each figure, the universal
propositions in the basic group. (1) If both these propositions are serviceable,
they alone form the extended group. (2) If one of the propositions is service-
able, then the extended group is formed from that proposition together with
all the entailments of the other propositions in the basic group which are
serviceable in tandem with the first proposition. (3) If neither of the propos-
itions is serviceable, then the extended group consists of all the serviceable
entailments of the universal members of the basic group together with the
serviceable non-universal members of the basic group and their serviceable
entailments.

The basic group for the BH term C was

CaP, PoC, AaC, CoA.
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For the first figure, neither universal proposition is serviceable. Hence rule (3)
applies and we generate the following extended group:

PiC, PuC, PoC, PyC, CiA, CuA, CoA, CyA

—which yields the sixteen listed combinations. For the secondfigure ‘CaP’ is
serviceable; rule (2) applies; we get:

CaP, CiA, CuA, CoA, CyA

—and hence the four listed combinations. For the third figure ‘AaC’ is
serviceable. Rule (2) gives

AaC, PiC, PuC, PoC, PyC

—hence, again, the listed combinations.

The rules I have laid down are tortuous and arbitrary. I do not suppose
that our author had thought them out—and I have not found them in any
other ancient text. But at least, the procedure I have sketched gives the
desired results for BH terms; and I hope that it gives the desired results for
the other eight classes of common term. But I am sure that it is possible to
invent other complex procedures; and in all probability there are some which
are superior to the one I have here set out.

So much for the fec)pypa. I am not sure why it should be called deep and
scientific—unless those two words mean something like ‘contorted’. In any
event, the fechpnua is presented as the basis for a method. The method will
give us a ready supply of premisses for any problem (p. 32. 12-14 H); and the
text also assures us that

if we consider [dvafewpodvTes] matters in this way, we shall discover all the combin-
ations, both concludent and non-concludent, by the little—and not so little—method,
and not one of all of them will be able to escape or run away from us. (p. 34. 3-6 H)

The fewpnpa purports to show that, for any problem, the nine classes of
associated middle terms will yield all possible combinations. The method,
then, is presumably to be described in something like the following way: ‘If
you want to solve the problem “For what x is it the case that AxC?”, then
make the six sets, construct the nine classes, produce the groups, assemble the
combinations, select the concludent combinations, and embrace the conclu-
dent combination which yields a syllogistic proof for the problem.’

I am not sure whether the method is offered as a sure-fire way of finding a
proof, as the best possible way, or simply as one good way among others. It
seems to me evident that it is not a good way—certainly not as good as
Aristotle’s original way; but I shall limit myself to showing that it is not a
sure-fire way.

The value of the method depends on the nature of the sets of terms on
which it draws. In order to guarantee a proof of a problem, the sets must be
complete: every middle term of every type must be found among them. It is
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wildly unreasonable to imagine that such complete sets are ever available!'®

But even if the sets were complete, there would be no guarantee of a proof; for
the three qualities which determine the construction of the classes are three
among many, and the terms needed for a proof might exhibit one of the other
sorts of quality. In particular, the sets contain no co-extensive terms; and yet,
according to Aristotle, many proofs use counterpredicable terms. Finally,
even if the sets of terms were extended to include all the possible qualities, the
method would not guarantee that we hit on a proof: the most it could hope to
guarantee is that we should hit upon at least one syllogism with true prem-
isses.'?’ But a syllogism with true premisses is not thereby a proof!?!

In short, the colophon of philosophy is a curious item. The fec)pnua
which it rehearses is serpentine and inexplicably arbitrary. The method which
it trumpets is of no scientific value. Logic, in the Peripatetic tradition,
purports to be the instrument of the sciences; in particular, its value is
measured by its capacity to formulate scientfic proofs. Notoriously, in
Aristotle’s own writings there is a gap between the scientfic pretensions
and the logical content of the syllogistic. As the Peripatetic tradition de-
veloped, so the gap widened.
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Hellenic Philosophy in
Byzantium and the Lonely
Mission of Michael Psellos

JOHN DUFFY

In one of his books Cyril Mango makes the interesting observation that for
the two centuries between 843 and ¢.1050 no additions were made to the
Synodikon of Orthodoxy." The Synodikon, a major liturgical manifesto of the
Byzantine Church, was first promulgated at the end of the iconoclasm con-
troversy, one of the most serious cultural upheavals of the Middle Ages. “The
Triumph of Orthodoxy’, as the outcome is known, celebrated originally in the
church of Hagia Sophia, in Constantinople, in 843, some years later became
established as an annual feast falling on the first Sunday of Lent. The
celebration consisted of a solemn procession and liturgical service which
included a reading of anathemas against heretics and enemies of true doc-
trine. By the second half of the eleventh century certain versions of the
Synodikon began to feature condemnations of contemporary ‘enemies of
the truth’. The most interesting instance is Michael Psellos’ former student,
John Italos who became the unfortunate target of no less than twelve cit-
ations in the anathemas of the year 10822 Whatever the precise merits of the
case, which is still a matter of some dispute, the proclaimed root of the
charges against Italos was his dealings with ancient, that is, in Byzantine
terminology, ‘Hellenic’ philosophy.

With Mango’s observation as a suggestive backdrop, let us enquire bridly
into the status and life of philosophy in Byzantium, giving particular atten-
tion to the two hundred years between 843 and the appearance of Michael
Psellos on the scene as a maturing philosopher, let’s say in the 1040s.

! Mango (1980: 102). See also Magdalino (1993: 383-4).

2 A notorious event in Byzantine cultural history and often described. The text of the
anathemas is in Gouillard (1967: 57-61; commentary 188-202). For a succinct recent account,
with relevant references, see Agapitos (1998: 184-7).
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As a starting-point we may look at the way that philosophy is ddined in a
very popular medieval Greek reference dictionary, the Suda lexicon, created
from a wide variey of ancient and medieval sources sometime in the second
half of the tenth century.® According to the Suda’s formulation, philosophy is
‘correct moral practice combined with a doctrine of true knowledge about
Being’.* There are several points worth noticing in that description. For one
thing it does not immediately ring a bell—at least in the context of the six
traditional, non-confrontational, definitions of philosophy that were in-
herited from the late antique scholastics and that still show up in fullyfledged
form in the work of the theologian John of Damascus in the eighth century?
Nor, on the other hand, does it look particularly close to the common
Byzantine, reduced, formula according to which philosophy equals monastic
asceticism.® However, it does have a relative in a sixth-century treatment. In
the commentator David’s Prolegomena, philosophy is divided, in normal
scholastic fashion, into theoretical and practical branches; in its theoretical
aspect it aims to know all beings (ywwoket mdvta Ta 6vTa), while through
the practical side it leads to correct morals (katépfwow moteiTar TV
7’70&)1/).7 So in a way the Suda’s version could be said to parallel that of the
late Alexandrian teacher. But, there is at least one major diference, and that
is the phrase ‘true knowledge’ (r7s yvc)oews arnfovs) in the Suda version,
which sends an unmistakable signal about the ddinition’s overtly Christian
orientation.

It will be useful to stay with this David for a short while in view of our
general interest in how Hellenic philosophy fared in Byzantium. David is a
fairly typical representative of the last phase of the old academic tradition, in
major cities like Alexandria and Athens, that was destined to die out for ever
by the early seventh century. Like many of his colleagues in Alexandria in the
late sixth century, whether they were teachers of philosophy or of medicine,
David (as the name would imply) was probably a Christian, but the student
body he addressed would have been composed of pagans and Christians, and
teachers strictly maintained a posture of impartiality. This studied neutrality
was so successfully pursued that it is usually impossible to single out indisput-
able traces of religious affiliation in the lecture notes or commentaries that
have survived from the period. Looking at the two components of David’s
definition of philosophy one could argue in this instance that there is indeed a

3 Suidae Lexicon, ed. A. Adler, 5 vols. (Leipzig, 1928—38).

* The full entry (4: 733) reads: <1§L/\000¢>La ‘Du\oaodna éotiv niaw KaTopewmg et 86éns
Ths mepl 70D 6vTOS Y oEews aAnfovs. TalTns d¢ ameaparnoar Tovdaio kal "EAmves.

> Ed. Kotter, 56 and 136-7; complete details conveniently collected in Podskalsky (1977:
22 n. 63).

© See e.g. Sevienko (1956: 44957, esp. 449-50), still worth reading after nearlyfifty years.
Agdm extensive further references in Podskalsky (1977: 21 n. 61).

DaVId Pwl 55. 17 19: oUTws odv kal 1] ¢L/\000¢La SLaLpeLTaL els Gewpm'mov Kal

wpaKTLKov Kal 8uo ,u,ev 70D fEwPNTLKOD YWMDOKEL TAVTA TG GVTA, SL0L 8€ TOD TPAKTLKOD
kaTbpfwow moreiTar TV NOOV.
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subtle hint of Christian influence, not in wévra 7 évra, which is at least
neutral, but in the phrase katépfwow T@wv Nhawv, which seems to first
become common in the fourth century, in the writings of Eusebius of Caesa-
rea, Basil the Great, and Gregory of Nyssa®

I will use David too for a look at those six, more traditional, ddinitions
that were commonly discussed in the introductions to philosophy in the
schools. As presented by him they identify philosophy as:

(1) knowledge of beings qua beings;

(i1) knowledge of things divine and human;
(ii1) practice of death;
(iv) assimilation to God as far as humanly possible;
(v) art of arts and science of sciences;
(vi) love of wisdom.’

There is no need for present purposes to review all of them and I may limit
myself to a few remarks on thefirst four. The first two are attributed by David
and his predecessors to Pythagoras, and since they are knowlege-based that
would explain why they show up, in one form or another, in certain Christian
writings which have more of an intellectual bent. The third and fourth on the
other hand, which come from, respectively, the Phaedo and Theaetetus of
Plato, are geared to action and the practical part of philosophy?’ it should
not be a great surprise, then, that they are commonly adopted by writers
dealing with the monastic life in particular.

To give an example, they can be found in the widely read classic on
monastic spirituality, the Heavenly Ladder of John Climacus, written in the
first half of the seventh century. In the opening chapter or step of theLadder,
which is distinguished by a string of definitions, we encounter the following
description of a Christian: ‘A Christian is an imitator of Christ in thought,
word and deed, as far as this is humanly possible’; ! and in the final chapter,
which is on Love or Agape, the supreme goal of the spiritual climb is ddined
in part as ‘assimilation to God as far as that is attainable by mortals’! It
is more than likely that Climacus was aware of the ancient origin of the
formulation because we find him, in the chapter on Remembrance of Death
(Mviun 8avédTov), making the statement, ‘Someone has remarked that it
is fully impossible for us to live each day devoutly unless we consider it
the last one of our lives. And it is amazing that the Hellenes as well had

8 Animpression based on a search in the electronic version of theThesaurus Linguae Graecae.
® David, Prol. 20. 27-31: 1. yviais Taw dvrwv §) dvra éotl. 2. yviais felwv Te Kal
alpwrlvwv mpayuartwv. 3. pedétn favarov. 4. duolwois Oed katd TO SvvaTov
alpdm. 5. Téxvm Texvdv kal émioTHuy émiaTyuiv. 6. uila coglas.
10 Phaedo 81 a; Theaetetus 176 b (cf. Republic 613b). For the arguments used to support a
Pythdgorean orlgm of the first two see Dav1d Prol. 25.25-26. 12.
" Ed. Trev1san L. 45 XpLaTLavos éoTw pipmua XpLotod kata To Suvatov avfpdmwy (sic)
)\O}/OLS‘ Kal epyocs Kal €VVOL(1
2 Ibid. ii. 307:*Aydm . .. bpolwas beod (sic) kaf saov BpoTois epkTbv.
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a similar idea, seeing that they define philosophy as practice of death.™?
If David’s posture can be called studied neutrality, the adoption of parts
of the words and spirit of the secular pagan ddinitions by Byzantine Chris-
tian authors could be characterized as a selective appropriation in which
there is a firm taking over of useful pagan elements without any sign of
apology.

Let us return to the definition of the Suda lexicon, our original point of
departure. Here we noticed a clear indication of its orientation in the key
phrase ‘true knowledge’ and the message is confirmed by the following terse
sentence where the implications are that Jewish and pagan philosophers have
clearly fallen short of the truth which, by definition we could say, is in the sole
possession of the Orthodox.

Now, the material of the Suda lexicon is a compilation from earlier sources
and indeed, as Paul Lemerle has remarked, ‘it is a compilation of compil-
ations’, meaning that it frequently draws its entries from other collections
such as lexica, scholia, and excerpta.'® Its definition of philosophy that we
have just examined is a word for word borrowing from the so-calledExcerpta
de virtutibus et vitiis; in other words it comes from a part of the encyclopedia
produced in Constantinople, close to the year 950, under the auspices of
Emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos!® The encyclopedia’s text
reads: ‘For philosophy is correct moral practice combined with a doctrine
of true knowledge about Being. But both Jews and Hellenes fell short of this,
since they rejected the Wisdom that came from heaven and tried to philoso-
phize without Christ who was the only one to dfer a paradigm, in word and
deed, of the true philosophy.”® We see now that the Suda actually stopped
short in its second sentence; here, in the longer version, the Jews and Hellenes
are faulted in a more explicit way—they rejected the heavenly sophia and
attempted to practise a philosophy in which Christ had no part. And there is
more in the encyclopedia’s text in the same vein, but it will be sufficient and
appropriate for us to end the extract with its resounding phrase ‘the true
philosophy’.

And the Constantinian Excerpta in turn, as the term implies, are derived
from earlier material. In this instance the discussion of philosophy comes
verbatim from the historian George the Monk, the author of a universal
chronicle covering the period from Adam to the year 842!7 George himself

13 Ed. Trevisan, i. 253: ral 0av,ua ovTws s kal ‘EMrés Tu TowotTov ép0éyéavTo, émel
kal puhocodiav TovTo elvar 6pllovTal peXérny favaTou.

14 Lemerle (1971: 299).

5 Constantine Porphyrogennetos, De virtutibus et vitiis, i, ed. Th. Buttner-Wobst (Berlin,
1906)

16 Tbid. 129: qSL)\ocquLa yap éoTw nﬁwv KaTop0w0Ls pera 86éms TS mepl TOv OVTOS
'vaaea)g &nfods. ’T(IUT’Y]S‘ ¢ aﬂ'ea¢>a)moav a;ui;w Kal IovSaLOL kai "EMnves, v &
ovpavov Trapayevo,u,evnv oquLav wapawnoapsvm Kal prLg XpLO'TOU pLAocopety
émiyeLpnoavTes Tob povov mapadelfavros é epyw Kkal \oyw Ty &by drrocodiav.

17" Georgii Monachi Chronicon, ed. C. de Boor, i. (Leipzig, 1904).
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was writing in the 860s or 870s and, like his fellow chroniclers, he dfers a text
that is often a patchwork of borrowed pieces, arranged with a certain Ten-
denz. In fact, the whole section on philosophy,'® and much else besides, is
lifted by George word for word from thefifth-century ascetical author, Neilos
of Ankyra."

So what is going on here? One might well ask. It is not a case of intellectual
laziness on George’s part, because he knows exactly what he is doing and
what his message is. After all, he is the one who, in the feisty prologue of his
chronicle, coins the memorable slogan ‘better a mumbler in truth than a Plato
in falsehood’?° Rather, George, and the others who latched on to the same
description of philosophy, used this material because it was readymade,
expressed sentiments that they were comfortable with, and contained a
formulation that they were more than happy to transmit. Putting it another
way, we may suggest that it represented part of the cultural Zeitgeist of the
ninth and tenth centuries.

Another text exhibiting the spirit of the times sends out the message more
explicitly and, among other things, delivers a direct hit on Plato. In the life of
St John Psichaites from the ninth century, the anonymous hagiographer
describes how the holy man aimed at the heavenly philosophy, studiously
avoiding all contact with the paltry earthly version. It is an entertaining and
instructive passage, with the writer displaying, in the name of saintly obscur-
antism, both considerable rhetoricalflourish and some acquaintance with the
technicalities of the secular sciences. Here are his own words:

And practising the very highest philosophy he assimilated himself to God as far as he
could and was content with a single syllogism: ‘God is the Creator of all, the Creator is
a judge, therefore God is the judge of all.” But propositions, syllogisms, and soph-
isms—which he regarded as the weavings of spiders—he consigned to the rubbish on
the manure heap. Astronomy, geometry, and arithmetic he despised as dealing with
the non-existent. For how could the likes of ‘momentanea’, ‘even lines’, and ‘odd-even
numbers’ really subsist, if they have no separate substantial existence? And how can
Plato, the expert in such things, use them as a means to ascend to the intelligibles, the
same fellow who, like a serpent, slithers in the slime of the passions, with his belly
stuffed and his mouth gaping??!

'8 Thid. i. 345, 3-8.

19 Neilos of Ankyra, Logos Asketikos (PG 79), 721A-C.

2 Ed. de Boor, i, 2, 9-10: kpeigoov yap perd dinlelos peilew 7 werd pedSovs
mAaTwvilew.

2l Ed. Van den Ven, 109. 13-23: ¢>L/\oao¢(av 8¢ 77‘]1/ &vw-rérw dokav L;)MOLODTO 50) Kar&
70 SUVOLTOV év /.LOVOV Gv)\)\oycéouevos 70 TOV Beov a7T(1VT(L)V Efvat 7TOL7]T7’]V TOV 7TOL7]T v
kpurfy, Tov feov mavrws (leg. awav*rwv") KpLTnv elvar. 1ds 8¢ wporaoetg Kal Tovs
O'U)\/\O’)/LGIJ,OUS Kkal TG oo¢wua7a cug apawiv ovTa uqﬂaa;um-a Tols émi
K'O7TpLClS’ Kemevots | TapTKED. aarpovo‘uLas‘ Se KaL yswuerptas Kal apL(9[J,7]7'LK7]§
KaTed;pow)crev ws (lVUﬂ'(lpKTU)V ovrwv Qs yap av vﬂ'oaram aKapLaLa KOLL 'ypapv,uvac
CLPTLOL T€ Kal wepmcapﬂm Ka@ eam'a &v vTroaTaoeL ;,w] ovra; ws Stu KCLL H)\aﬂm/ o
ToUTWY emaﬂw,wv 80 av‘rwv éml Ta vom’a avayeTaL 6 Tols ogbeaw o,uozws v ) TV
mabov vomduevos IV kal dmomAnfovons yaTpos kal yvébwy amopatvduevos;
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In view of the tightly constricted form of philosophy that is being
sanctioned in those works of the ninth and tenth centuries that we have
been citing, it is natural to ask what, if anything, is happening to the non-
Christian tradition in the age of post-iconoclasm. How are mainstream
authors like Plato and Aristotle actually faring in Byzantium? Here the
answer will depend to some extent on what one means by philosophy. But
let us take the term in the broadest sense, allowing us to include meaningful
contact or interaction with any facet of the Hellenic tradition in thatfield of
learning.

The two principal figures for consideration, because of ample documenta-
tion, are the Patriarch Photios who died at the end of the ninth and Arethas
of Caesarea who was still active in thefirst three decades of the tenth century.
In the case of Photios we can say that, probably in the earlier part of his
career, he was involved in teaching Aristotelian logic; the physical evidence
for that activity is in the form of extant comments on the Categories of
Aristotle”” and related scholia, the latter not yet systematically collected
from the manuscripts. Though the material does not amount to very much
in the larger picture of Greek philosophy in Byzantium, it is important as
evidence for both teaching and general humanistic activity in thefirst half of
the ninth century. And while it is always possible that lost works will have
done away with evidence for an interest in other figures, such as Plato, it is
highly unlikely, for several reasons, that Photios had anything serious to do
with Platonism. For one thing, his nemesis, Niketas David, the biographer of
rival Patriarch Ignatios, would surely not have passed over such an oppor-
tunity, if it was available. As it is, the best he can do, apart from sneering at
his learning, is to paint Photios as a kind of bibliomaniac?*

Arethas, for his part, not only had clear dealings with Aristotelian logic but
was instrumental too in helping the Platonic corpus to pass unscathed
through a period when active friends of ancient philosophy were not plenti-
ful. The recent publication of his scholia on logic is a welcome development*
and lovers of Plato will always be grateful to the distinguished Byzantine
churchman who, when still only a deacon, spent a considerable sum of money
to have a complete copy of Plato’s works made in the waning years of the
ninth century. This is the marvel of big book production that can still be seen
in the Bodleian Library at Oxford under the title E. D. Clarke ms. 39. The
marginal notes in the deacon’s own hand may be taken as proof of his
scholarly concern for the text and its contents.

The only other candidates whose names at least deserve to be raised in this
discussion are a trio of near contemporaries who all happened to die in the
decade between 860 and 870. They are, first, John Grammatikos, the icono-

22 Photii Epistulae et Amphilochia, ed. L. G. Westerink, v (Leipzig, 1986), quaestiones 137-47.

23 Niketas David, Vita Ignatii (PG 105); 509B and 532D.

24 M. Share (ed.), Arethas of Caesarea’s Scholia on Porphyry’s Isagoge and Aristotle’s Cat-
egories (Athens and Brussels, 1994).
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clast patriarch deposed at the restoration of image worship, who is said to
have had an active interest in, among other things, occult subjects—meaning,
perhaps, that he included Neoplatonic material in his reading and studies.
Next there is the relative of John, known variously as Leo the Philosopher or
Leo the Mathematician who taught at the so-called Magnaura school in the
capital, where he is reputed to have fostered the study of ancient mathematics
and philosophy. And thirdly a man who may have been a student of Leo,
namely, Constantine the Philosopher, the future missionary to the Slavs,
who, while still in Constantinople was appointed teacher of philosophy at
the Magnaura school. Unfortunately, as the choice of words already indi-
cates, there is a tremendous amount of uncertainty about the facts of the
careers and activities of these three individuals; in addition, each of them, for
different reasons (e.g. John because he was a prominent iconoclast, Constan-
tine thanks to his status as a major missionary), attracted legendary treat-
ment of a negative or positive kind, which makes it very dificult to unearth
hard-and-fast details about their lives. It may be that Leo, for instance,
deserves an honourable place in the history of Byzantine Platonism, but we
are far from being able to secure the merits of the case?

This, then, is the picture that can be reconstructed for roughly the two
centuries following the settlement of the icon question. There is, to put it
bluntly, not a lot of verifiable interaction with ancient philosophical texts or
ideas and even the two prominent intellectuals, Photios and Arethas, might
be more accurately depicted as humanists, because it would be an undue
strain on the available evidence to make them out to be anything like major
representatives of Byzantine philosophy. It is not my purpose here to explain
this state of affairs nor to explore to what extent it might be linked to the fact,
as stated by Mango, that the period witnessed no additions to theSynodikon
of Orthodoxy. Suffice it to comment that, if one were to include Photios and
Arethas under the heading of philosophers, it would have to be with the
qualification that they confined themselves fairly much to the preliminary
parts of the subject.

All of this takes on a certain significance after we turn to the era following
1050, when, from our point of view, Michael Psellos has already burst on the
scene and is lighting up the sky. Psellos is without question one of the most
intellectually flamboyant and intriguing figures of the Middle Ages and he
has been written about and discussed on many occasions. However, the last
word has not, by a long shot, been said on him and even if the general outlines
of his personality and thought have been fairly well delineated, two factors
will make him a fit subject for further scrutiny for some time to come. One is
that he is a complex and almost protean character who is hard to pin down
and it will take a number of scholars, coming from widely diferent angles, to

35 For further information on these threefigures the reader may consult the useful entries in
the Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium (New York and Oxford, 1991).
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finally get the measure of him2® Another, not unrelated factor is the circum-
stance that quite a few of his writings are only now, for thefirst time, receiving
basic critical treatment; they are gradually being added to a corpus of his
works that will provide the surest foundation for approaching the man
through his own public record?’

In that body of writings the ones that have received the least attention are
the treatises that can be labelled theological. This may be illustrated by the
simple statement that, in the first Teubner volume of Psellos’ Theologica,
published by Paul Gautier in 1989, of the 114 short treatises edited there 102
were seeing the light of printed day for thefirst time. A second volume will
also contain a number of new items alongside of treatises that are more or less
known already.? In view of the fact that these texts have until now been
relatively inaccessible, it seems a good idea to bring them into play in a
discussion of Psellos as philosophos.”® Hence, for the remarks that follow,
the main body of evidence will be the theological writings, though other
works will on occasion be included in the picture as well. Another feature
of the theological material, apart from the interest of the contents, is the fact
that many of the individual works are pieces of exegesis that have their origin
in the classroom and are therefore primary evidence for Psellos’ activities as a
teacher or tutor of higher education in the Byzantine capital in the middle
decades of the eleventh century.*

In what sense are these theological works in the first place? Well they
qualify as such, in terms of classification, because they all take their
starting-point from a recognized document of Christian literature. And the
range of writings discussed is quite broad, running the gamut from Old and
New Testament to the Cappadocian Fathers to individual hymns of John of
Damascus and Cosmas the Melode, to even a passage of theLadder of Divine
Ascent by John Climacus. By far the most common texts treated are the
Homiilies of the theologian par excellence, Gregory of Nazianzus, several of
which, such as homilies 28 and 29, are the focus of repeated attention. But the
reader of Psellos’ Theologica soon comes to a realization that a major place is
accorded in these exegetical writings to all kinds of what the Byzantines

26 Recently published is a stimulating and attractively written monograph by A. Kaldellis,The
Argument of Psellos’ Chronographia(Leiden, Boston, and Cologne, 1999). The writer, presenting
Psellos as a Platonist and political philosopher, goes out on a limb to paint him also as a
revolutionary and subversive who essentially renounced Christianity in favour of Hellenic reli-
gion. It remains to be seen how much of this view of Psellos as a cultural extremist will be
accepted by the scholarly world. Kaldellis himself, in the closing section of his book, seems to
retreat to a somewhat safer position, recognizing that his picture is based on ‘a single text from a
corpus of thousands of pages, which contain a multitude of diferent Psellos’ (197).

27 The late L. G. Westerink initiated and guided the ongoing series of critical edns. of works by
Psellos published by Teubnerverlag of Leipzig and Stuttgart.

2 Michaelis Pselli Theologica II ed. L. G. Westerink and J. M. Dufty, Bibliotheca Teubneriana
(in press).

28 A very good start on the study and appreciation of Psellos’” theological writings has been
made by Maltese (1994: 289-309).

30 The point is justly stressed by Maltese (1994: 297-9).
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would call Hellenic material, specifically ancient philosophy. And it is not just
mainstream figures that are represented—Plato, Aristotle, and the leading
Neoplatonists—but even the more arcane subject-matter, the aporreta as
Psellos would call it, Chaldaean Oracles, Orphica, and Hermetica. Obviously
we are, at this stage, light years away from the situation in the ninth and tenth
centuries. And the Hellenic material is not simply included in the discussion
in order to be refuted, which it frequently is, but Psellos a good number of
times goes out of his way to say positive things about, and to be accommo-
dating to, these ‘aliens’ and to some of their ideas. His fascination with
Proclus in particular is a familiar fact and has been well documented over
the years.?' It will suffice here to illustrate the general phenomenon of Psellos’
openness to the Hellenes with a couple of representative passages chosen
from the theological writings.

The first appears in a discussion of a text by Gregory of Nazianzus in which
Psellos bases his exegesis on the symbolic meaning of numbers; in the course
of it he passes over the treatment by Maximus the Confessor in favour of
Plato who is handed the clear compliment that he had already come close to
the truth of the Christian position. Psellos, addressing his student audience,
comments ‘Do you see how Plato is not very far removed from the truth?
That’s the kind of man he is; in an alien guise he mystically discourses on our
theology and grasps no small fraction of the truth.>?

The second example is from an unpublished exegesis of the episode in the
gospel according to Mark where Jesus rejects the designation of ‘good’. “Why
do you call me good?’, he objects to the man who used the word, ‘None is
good except God alone’ (00Sels dyalos el un efs 6 febs).** In his effort to
explain why Jesus objected to being called ‘good’, Psellos digs deep into
outside sources, citing ancient discussions of the ‘good’. And in this connec-
tion he invokes directly the testimony of both Hermes Trismegistos and
Proclus, quoting towards the end the On Providence of Proclus on the identity
of the One (70 €v) and the Good (70 dyadov):

In addition to all the others there is the philosopher Proclus too, both in his Platonic
exegesis and in his work On Providence; it is in the third chapter in particular, I think,
that he makes the statement ‘the Good is identical with the One, as we have said
numerous times.” Those are the man’s own words. And I have gone somewhat out of
the way to give you this information in order to make clear why the Lord was not
happy with the compliment ‘good’ 3

31 For example by D. J. O’Meara, Michaelis Pselli Philosophica minora II(Leipzig, 1989); see
the index locorum. Similarly in Theologica I, ed. Gautier (Leipzig, 1989).

2 Theologica I, op. 78, 107-9: 6p@s IMérwva ob modv s dbelas drwriouévov;
TowvTOS Yap 6 aw]p, é&v aMoTplw aXn,uaTL amoppNTws feodoydv T Nuérepa Kal ov
ToAOGTOV TL TH)S AAnfelas kaTalapuBavwy.

¥ Mark 10: 17-18.

34 Theologlcall op.18,33- 40 émimaoLde Tols emeLevmg K(uquu\oao:;Songox)\og évolsTe
O‘TOLXGLOL TOV qSL/\ocro¢0v Kou év Tois HepL t ovotas‘ avTov )\O’}/OLS, &v 1@ TpiTR KaL a/\LaTa
kepadaiw, s olpal, “TadTOV $nol “Tédyabov T@ €vi, TobTO 81 TO ,u,va/\eKTOV 0UTWS yap
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And this brings me to another issue of some importance, namely, what is it
that Psellos had in mind when introducing at every conceivable opportunity
the ideas of pagan philosophy and mysticism? The question would seem to be
particularly appropriate when raised in conjunction with his teaching activ-
ity; obviously in Byzantium at almost any period it was at least a delicate
matter to consort with the likes of Plato and Proclus, not to speak of the
Chaldaean Oracles and other occult writings—but in front of students and in
the context of the sacred documents of Orthodox Christianity? The answer or
answers to this question, which was never far from his consciousness, are
supplied in the first instance by Psellos himself and I will turn now to a
consideration of his form of self-defence. The justfication will hinge in large
part on his conception of what it means to be a philosopher.

I will consider a series of passages, from both the theological texts and
other writings, that bear directly on the point. Thefirst appears at the end of a
short treatise that Psellos has addressed to someone whom he does not
identify, but who may well be the future emperor and his one-time student,
Michael VII Doukas. It is a collection of information from various sources,
but mainly the Kestoi of Julius Africanus, on all kinds of magical and, as
Psellos himself admits, forbidden lore. At the conclusion he goes to great
pains to make a clear public statement about the innocence of his dealings
with material of this kind:

I solemnly assure you, it was not out of idle curiosity that I collected most of this lore
but from love of learning. You see, by nature I have an insatiable appetite for every
kind of subject and I would not want to miss anything, but would like even to know
what is under the earth. And in my studies I did not, like most people, accept this and
reject that, but made an effort to understand the methods of even disreputable or
otherwise objectionable arts, in order to be able to refute their practitioners®>

Two points in particular call for comment. One is the charming confession of
his insatiable curiosity about things and how he would like nothing better
than to peek under the earth to see what is going on there. The other, of even
greater importance to note, is his justification for collecting this set of arcana.
It is stated in the single term philomatheia and is directly set against an
opposite which is called periergasia. Now periergasia is a charged word which
certainly includes, within its narrow range of meanings, magical lore and even
magical practices. It is clear, then, that when Psellos is setting these terms in
opposition, he is investing a lot of meaning in philomatheia, to convey the

éxetvos elpnrev éml Mtews. mapexfaTikwTepov 8¢ TavTa elpnka, [V 7 dHlov, 6mbhev 6
KUpLos T ToD dyabod papTupiay wi mpoonkuevos palveTal.

3 Phllosaphlca minora I, op. 32, 100-6:’Eyw 8¢ o0 wepLepyaaLag €V€K(1 v 7771/ Lepav oov
zpvxnv aAG qSL)\o,uaﬁecas Ta mrelw TOV pa@nua‘rwv ovve)\efa,u,nv éyéveto yap pot 7 ¢vots
aKopeaTos 7Tp05‘ oTL0DY aﬂovﬁao‘pa KaL ovBev av pe ﬁov)\oty,”qv SLa/\aﬁeLv a)\)\ a'yaﬂ'wnv
av €l kal Ta vépbev elSeiny Tis yijs. kal oUy WGmep ol oMol TepL ToUTO pev éomovdaka,
érevo 8€ dmwoduny, AAa kal TV davdwy 1) AAws dmoTpomalwy émiyvdval Tas ue@éBovs
éomotdaka, [V éyw évTebbev dvTiéyew Tols xpwuévors avTois.
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sense of a laudable, and maybe even, a necessary curiosity about the world
and everything in it, good, bad, and mysterious. And for good measure he
assures his addressee and the wider world that a goal of this learning beyond
the pale was to provide himself with a weapon against the promoters of
forbidden arts.

I turn next to some other passages, all connected with Psellos in his
teaching capacity and addressed directly to his students. One of the manu-
scripts in the library of the Greek Patriarchate in Istanbul contains a unique
piece of Psellan exegesis with the title “To his students on the ventriloquist’
(ITpos Tods waldnras mept s éyyactpiuitfov).’® The text is concerned
with an Old Testament passage, the account of the Witch of Endor in/ Kings,
and is of particular interest in that it owes nothing to previous commentaries
on the story, including the one by Gregory of Nyssa. In fact Psellos faults the
earlier commentators with failing to explore the origin of the term
éyyaotpinvbos and then sets out himself on a search, plunging into an
excursus on demonology and bringing in along the way a brief discussion
of the Chaldaean books. The closing paragraph shows our author staunchly
defending his use of this kind of occult material. He proclaims (to paraphrase
him) that he is sharing it with his students but is not in any way propounding
it as doctrine; it is a display of polymatheia and done on their behalf. He is not
hiding his knowledge of these things; in fact having even a smattering of
expertise in arcane and occult topics is praiseworthy, enabling one to discern
what is beyond the clouds and inside the ether?’

However, in Psellos’ scheme of things, as he presents it, it is not simply a
matter of the teacher’s ability to display a boundless curiosity and wide
knowledge; in his view this is something desirable in the student as well.
Nor, when he evokes the principle of polymatheia, is his purpose solely to
defend the knowledge of arcane learning. Two further texts will help to
convince us of both of those points. Treatise 114 of the Theologica I collec-
tion, addressed to his student audience, has as its subject the genealogy of
Christ starting from the time of Adam. This brief work opens with the banner
statement that ‘the philosopher must be a man of all sorts’ and then goes on
to spell out just how broad the concept of ‘learning’ is for Psellos. Beyond the
arts and sciences in general it embraces, according to this formulation,
history (which justifies the excursion into genealogy), geography and other
forms of literary culture.*® In this spirit one could justly translate the opening

3 . . .
¢ Published for the first time by Littlewood (1990: 225-31).
3 . > ~ ~ ~
7 Ibid. 231. 105-11: Goa pév dvayvods oxnra TaiTa 87 Kowodpar Kol mpds Vuds,
ovUTe Soyuati{wv olTe dmopaduevos, povov 8¢ molvpdferar évSeikvipevos kal ToUTO
80 Vpas od yap éywye $pLloTiuoval TaNaL TV TEPL TOVTO GTOUSNY KATANEAVKDS, TO &
éxew émoTiuny Kkal ToTwY 00 Ty AmompocToLoDpaL TEPL yap TOV &Pp’)f]TwV Kal
P N -
&moppNTwy Kkal 6 Ppaxy TL KaTeMPws émaivwy dflos 6TL, TOY TON@Y 00d€ Ta év Tool
pbvov opdvTwr, avTos Vmepredns womep yevduevos kal T4 évTds Tob albépos Edparcer.
3 7 11 5 ~
8 Theologica I, op. 114, 1-8: A€l Tov pidboopov mavrodamov elvar kal duloTiweiabdar uy
bvov émothuas kal Téyvas eldévar, é¢ Hv codla kal ppbvnois TO cuvaybuevoy mépvker,
H w X Yo
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proclamation as ‘the philosopher must be a man for all learning’. Psellos uses
an almost identical formula in another work, on a homily of Gregory of
Nazianzus, when he comments dei 7ov cogor mavrodamov efvar.®® It is
appropriate to recall as well that one of his best known works on philosophy,
the De omnifaria doctrina, has the original title Ai8acraria ravrodamn.* In
a real sense, then, he is using pantodapos as a synonym of polymathes.

Lastly, in this particular chain of texts, I cite a section from the Philoso-
phica minora. It is part of a short treatise, again addressed to his students, on
the question, often dealt with in Greek theological writings, as to whether
‘being’ (ovola) is self-subsistent. On this occasion Psellos goes out of his way
to stress his belief that certain Hellenic ideas can be helpful in theology and
can contribute positively to Christian doctrine. Using that thought as a basis
he introduces an account of Being, One, and Soul in terms taken from
Neoplatonism and Plato’s Timaeus and brings the discussion to a close with
the following paragraph:

I have enumerated all these things both to bring you to a state of broad learning and to
make you familiar with Hellenic doctrines. Now I realize that our Christian teaching
will clash with some of those doctrines, but it was not my intention to have you
exchange the one for the other—that would be madness on my part; rather, I wanted
you to become devoted to the former and merely take cognizance of the latter. And if
they s40mehow stand a chance of helping you towards the truth, then make use of
them.*!

The purpose of the exercise, then, is twofold: to make his students poly-
matheis and have them well versed in Hellenic doctrines. What is left unsaid
but understood is that thefirst is not possible without the second.

Several conclusions may be drawn from the pieces of evidence we have
examined. First, Psellos consistently sees himself as a philosopher whether he
be explaining a doctrine of Aristotle or commenting on a passage of theNew
Testament. His stance may be partly explained by a looseness in distinction
between the two fields at a certain level within Byzantine thinking, though it

a/\/\a Kal LO'TOpLCLV aw\/\eyew Kcu yewypadias exarfhu Kal TS a)\)nys ,uovo'm'qg ‘my arrapws

exew ,uovamnv 8€ pmpe 00 Ty év Kaﬁawrots opyavms ,LLE/\o7rouav Kal xpnow ATAGDS, AANG

macay Ty ék Moywv cuvvayouévmy (oToplav Te kai madelav kal Ty ANy AmAds

edudberav Te Kal molvuaderav. ‘The philosopher must be a man of all sorts and strive not
only to know sciences and arts whose natural product is wisdom and understanding, but also to
study history, to be keen on geography, and to have some expertise in the rest of “music”, by
which I mean not just music making with physical instruments but all word-based history and
culture and, in a word, the whole complex of deep and broad learning.’

¥ Theologica I, op. 68, 86.

40 Michael Psellos, De omnifaria doctrina, ed. L. G. Westerink (Nljmegen 1948).

4 thlosophzca minora I, ed. Duffy, op. 7, 117- 23 TovTa §¢ movra 3L17pL0,u170a,u17V
o,uov ey v;w.s els 7TO)\U[.M1(9€L0.V aywv ouov 8¢ ral TaLs 'E)\)w;vmats 8béats 7TOLOU[J,€VO§
EVTpLBELg Kal OLSa ws éviaus ye TovTwr (IVTL7TEG€LT(1L Ta 7’],u,€7'€p(l Bpr,aTa eyw 'yap on
wm—e TOl)TwV éxeiva, aVTa)\)\a.faGQaL SLGGTrOUSaoa ﬂ'pos v,uas—,u,awomnv yap aV— 4N {va
TOUTOLS‘ Mev 777'5 7TpOO‘K€L[,L€VOL éxelvwy e p,ovov TY]V eldnow exnre. €l 8¢ ) kal cuvepyoiev
Uiy mpos TOV 4And7) Aoyov SakwduvedovTa, kal xpoa.obe.
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may also be a deliberate bow to the Hellenic notion which regards theology as
but a branch of the broader enterprise of philosophy. In the Christian
understanding of things the tables are turned, philosophy being merely the
servant of theology.*?

Secondly, his idea of what characterizes a philosopher seems to be summed
up in the single word polymatheia. This equation—philosophia/polymatheia—
is obviously close to Psellos’ heart and one more illustration may be dfered
from a totally different context, to drive the point home. In his early thirties
Psellos was given the title Aypatos ton philosophon, ‘consul of the philoso-
phers’, by the Emperor Constantine Monomachos, but not everyone was
pleased by this turn of events. A friend, one Machetarios, begrudged him the
new honour and presumably made his resentment known either by letter or in
some public way. We still have the reply that Psellos penned in response to
this development, and it begins on a note of amical indignation: is this the
way (to paraphrase him) a highly intelligent, dear friend reacts? Does this
come from a man who has himself won every honour and rank? And you say
these things against a philosopher? (kai TavTa kata ¢thocdpov) Then, in
order to remove any doubt about what that term means in his own case,
Psellos proceeds to spell out exactly its implications and the accomplishments
that underlie it: namely, a hard earned and unsurpassed knowledge in all
brances of learning extending from rhetoric, through the arts and sciences, all
the way to hieratike and theologike.*® These last two are particularly suggest-
ive, because hieratike is not only the art of magic, but may be a specfic nod to
Proclus’ treatise on the subject (ITep! 77)s tepatiki)s Téxvns); and theologike,
in this form and immediately next to hieratike, also stands a good chance of
being, in part at least, a shorthand reference to Proclus’ Elements of Theology
(Beoroyiiy) oTotyelwas).* If that is an accurate assessement, it is but one
more indication of the extraordinary position that Proclus, and Proclus-
related material, came to hold in the hierarchy of Psellos’ intellectual
values.*

42 Cf. Maltese (1994: 297).

4 Psellos, Letterv no. 108 (Sathas v. 353) Ovas 0 vaeTwTaTog, ovrws o ¢L/\7aros e,LwL
Maxv]Taptog, 0UTWS 6 Kavawy mwros Abyou Ktu ”ragews, KaL TADTA KOTO ¢L)\oo'0¢ov aa
det e Kal m\sLova apo?/u.'r]oaaf)aL {va vas OLos et Kal ,wr; Svoyepaivns T‘I]V mpoedplav:
Kara TOU 7T(1V avevaxoros nabnuo Kou vwep mavTas avﬁpwwous Ta)\aUTpr]O‘(IVTOS‘, d)mu
37] pv]TopLKnv yewue*rpmv p,ovomnv pUO‘U,LK’Y]V apLO,Lu]TLKnV UanLpLKY]V Vo,u.mnv Kav

E)\)rr)vss omapeoxwwm {epaTin, Beoloyikny, doa éyvwaoTal, 60a ovk EyvwaTal, 6oa
Undets TV TAVTWY.

4 For broader evocative references to ‘theological’ and ‘hieratical’ matters, and specfically in
Hellenic terms, see Philosophica minora I, op. 3, 125-47; ibid. 46, 28-51.

4 This is a good opportunity to point to another striking instance of Psellos” drawing on
Proclus even in discussions that go to the very heart of Orthodox beliefs. In a largely dogmatic
treatise on the Incarnation, first published by P. Gautier (1977), Psellos, who openly declares his
intention to bring in evidence and arguments based on ‘alien’ sources (1. 164-79), at one point in
the document, describing the power of God, uses the three-word formula ﬁwepoﬁmog,
vméplwos, vméprovs (118-19); this comes directly from Proclus’ Elements of Theology, prop.
115, and not via the Christian intermediary Ps. Dionysius the Areopagite. Elsewhere Proclus is
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Thirdly, Psellos claims to want to make philosophers out of his students
and on the same model as himself*® And he does not back down at all in his
insistence on the full formula. We have seen several instances of it. In another
case, commenting on a passage of Gregory of Nazianzus, he includes a
description of the main tenets of the Chaldaean system, and then, as often,
he justifies his procedure. He wants, he tells the students, to have them fully
train%d and for them not to lack any of the vital components of their educa-
tion.

This is robust language, but Psellos was no weakling either as an intellec-
tual or as a defender of philosophy. To what extent he really expected to be
able to produce others like himself is a question that would be dificult to
answer. What cannot be doubted is the zeal of his dforts to promote philoso-
phy in all its ramifications; and it was probably a lonely mission to judge both
by what we know from other sources and by the words of the man himself
who on one occasion was moved to comment ‘I am a lone philosopher in an
age without philosophy.”®

The word ‘lone’ here that Psellos uses of himself will serve us to draw
attention to one of his special identifying characteristics, namely his unique-
ness; he was indeed a rara avis and Byzantium did not see the likes of him
either before or after his time. That feature of the man is not always sufi-
ciently taken into account when questions of authorship and authenticity of
texts arise, as they quite often do in his case. As an example we may take a
recent work on Byzantine philosophy of the period that touches directly on
the issue. In 1992 1. N. Pontikos published an edition and study of a collec-
tion of short philosophical treatises from the well-known Oxford manuscript,
Barocei 131, which was copied in the thirteenth century® Though transmit-
ted anonymously, the miscellany of treatises preserved in the Barocci codex
has in the past been attributed by various scholars to Psellos. Pontikos was
the first to edit critically the complete set of texts and his work is of a high
quality. Particularly valuable is the third chapter of his lengthy introduction
in which he expertly explores in detail the philosophical background of the
material. What must be judged somewhat disappointing, however, is his
reluctance to accept the possibility that Psellos was directly involved in the

accorded special recognition as theologian or philosopher: Theologica I, op. 22, 38-9 (for a
student audience) ol Tolvur BeoloyikdTaTor Tawv ‘EMvwy, dv 8 IIpbkdos katd Tnv
euny Yijdov 70 Kepdarov. . .; and Historia Syntomos, ed. W. J. Aerts (Berlin and New York,
1990), 52. 37 I1pbKdos 6 uéyas ... ptAboogos, 6v éyw petd ye IINaTwva Tidnue.

46 Cf. Theologica I, op. 20, 2-3: 0Bk dmokpipopar wpos uds, & pidrarol maides, ovs Sid
7S pLhocogias wdivnoa. .. Ibid. op. 89, 85-6: xp1 ye Vuas, phocddous dvras . .. Ibid., op. 91,
3 ¢L)\000¢>a/)7'a7'ot maides ... Ibid., op. 76, 11-12: émet 8¢ AptoToTe kol whvTes Vueis Ty
madelav ..

a Theologzca 1, op. 51, 103-4: Bovdopat yap TeAéous Vuds €k TeXéwy elvar kal uy Tois
kaptwTaTols éelmovras uépeow.

48 Oratoria minora, ed. A. R. Littlewood (Leipzig, 1985), op. 6, 52-3: ¢tlocopd wévos év
aqSL)\oquSoLs Ka.Lpots.

4 Anonymi Miscellanea Philosophica(Athens and Brussels, 1992).
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compilation. The most Pontikos is willing to concede is that it belongs to the
philosophical tradition of Psellos, but that its anonymous author cannot
be identified and that author—in the estimation of Pontikos—may well
have been one of the scholars who witnessed the revival of Aristotelianism
in the twelfth century.”

The fact is, however, that the unmistakable fingerprints of Psellos are
detectable all over the philosophical writings in the Barocci collection; in
other words, they show most of the characteristics of Psellan authorship,
large and small. In the first instance, one may point to the range of topics
explored—such as the nature of the soul, meteorology, the heresy of Euno-
mius—and to the tell-tale cast of philosophers and other authors who are
cited or brought into the discussion. Then there is the concern evinced for
reconciling Greek and Christian ideas; in addition we are faced with the fact
that, like many of Psellos’ uncontested opuscula, the great majority of pieces
in the Barocci collection have the literary form of replies (often drafted as a
letter) to a question or problem raised by an unidentfied correspondent. Add
to that little stylistic touches and choice of vocabulary, and one comes away
with the overwhelming impression that these documents, whatever small
difficulties may seem to stand in the way, cannot be anything other than the
writings or, in some instances probably, the working notes of Psellos.

A further stumbling block to Pontikos is the amount of attention paid to
Aristotle, which leads him to assume that some of the texts were added in the
twelfth century. ‘The evidence for this assumption’, he comments, ‘rests on
the use made of Aristotle’s work and the commentaries on it. We know that
Psellos had evidenced a strong preference for Plato as against Aristotle.
Therefore, the Aristotelian material must derive from elsewhere.”' This,
one would have to say in a word, is not a convincing argument; a glance at
the sources listed, for example, in Gautier’s edition of the Theologica would
show just how much of the Aristotelian corpus comes into play in Psellos’
presentations, and other evidence of the same kind is abundantly available in
the two volumes of Philosophica minora.

These comments are not meant to cast doubts on the overall quality of
Pontikos” work, which is in other respects well executed and very valuable.
They are voiced rather in the conviction that Psellos was sui generis and
against an assumption that there was some unknownfigure out there, so to
say, in the eleventh or early twelfth century who could in all essentials be
another Psellos.

Some final observations should be made. The ninth and tenth centuries in
Byzantium were not bad ones by any means for Greek culture, even for
the Hellenic heritage in philosophy. Major figures like Photios and Arethas
are honourable representatives of a Christian humanism that promoted the
welfare of Greek books and, within certain limits, helped to sustain the role of

0 Ibid., p. xl. 3L Ibid., p. xxxix.
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Aristotle and, to a lesser extent, Plato in the sphere of higher education. But
no one will deny that a huge sea change came with Psellos in the eleventh
century. Here was, for the first time in ages, a philosopher who took the
trouble to give the subject a more substantial role in intellectual life and who
actively re-established contact with the exegetical tradition of the late antique
and early Byzantine centuries.

In one of the autobiographical sections of his Chronographia he pays a
clear tribute to the Greek commentators and acknowledges their help as
guides to the works of Plato and Aristotle>® And it is not a gratuitous
mention by Psellos nor an empty compliment to himself. His minor philo-
sophical treatises show an intimate familiarity with several commentators,
including Philoponus and Olympiodorus, from whose works he draws exten-
sively. But he does more than restore the link with that tradition; he picks up
from where the Alexandrians left off in the seventh century. We have from his
pen two substantial pieces of exegesis on Aristotle: one is a full-blown
commentary on the Physics, still awaiting publication in the original Greek;*
the other is a so-called paraphrase of the logical treatise De interpretatione,
which survives in about thirty manuscripts, wasfirst printed by Aldus Man-
utius in Italy, and was even the subject of a special poem by the twelfth
century author John Tzetzes>* The ultimate recognition, perhaps, is to be
found in a Jerusalem manuscript of the thirteenth century where Psellos is
cited on the list of Aristotle’s works and their commentators used in higher
education; this is canonization—to be named in the same company with the
likes of Porphyry and Ammonius.®

But going even beyond the parameters represented by the Alexandrian and
Athenian school traditions, Psellos became imaginatively engaged with the
full range of Greek thinkers, from the Presocratics to the later Neoplatonists.
Among his cultural heroes were two that occupied very special places. One
was Gregory of Nazianzus who represented for him the ideal model of
Christian rhetor and philosophos. That was an easy choice. The other was
Proclus, a different kettle of fish altogether. Proclus was a suspect resident
alien in a Greek Christian world whom Psellos, in the interest of keeping him
as a friend, was obliged to beat over the head from time to time with the big
stick of orthodoxy. In order to retain Proclus within the frame of his unique
brand of humanism, Psellos had to tread afine line and he managed to do this
with agility. He had the courage on occasion to go to bat for Proclus, even to
praise him to the sky, but at other times he was clever enough to brand some

52 Chron. 6. 37 = Michele Psello: Imperatori di Bisanzio, ed. S. Impellizzeri et al., i (Milan,
1984), 284: s 8¢ TioL TOW e’f”q'ynca/uévwv ™ émoryuny évéruxov, TV 680v map
avTQY €8idackduny TS yvdoews, kal we dos els d\ov Tapémepmov, 6 xelpwy mpoOs
TOV KpeiTTOVA, KAKEWOS allLs €ls €Tepov, kal oUTos els ApioToTéy kal I aTwra.

33 The first edn. is being prepared by Linos Benakis.

3 See Duffy (1998: 441-5).

35 See Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, iii/1, ed. P. Wendland (Berlin, 1901), pp. xv—xix
(here p. xviii). The manuscript in question is Jerusalem Taph. 106.
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of his ideas as nonsense. His larger intention was to revive a moribund part of
the Hellenic heritage; it was a solo mission and one that he puts on record,
this time as a fait accompli, in the Chronographia where he tells his contem-

poraries: “You who read my history today will bear witness to the truth of my
words. Philosophy, by the time I came upon it, had already expired. .. ; but I

brought it back to life, all by myself.”® Psellos was no stranger to exagger-

ation, particularly on the subject of his own role in Byzantine life and letters.
Be that as it may, on the issue of philosophy the evidence suggests that what
he is telling us is nothing but the truth>’
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Psellos’ Paraphrasis on
Aristotle’s De interpretatione

KATERINA [ERODIAKONOU

There recently has been a lot of interest in Greek commentaries on Aristotle’s
works. It has become clear that they not only reveal unsuspected subtleties of
difficult Aristotelian passages and provide information concerning otherwise
unknown doctrines, they also put forward original philosophical views.
However, the period usually studied covers only the commentaries from
Aspasius and Alexander of Aphrodisias in the second century to Simplicius
in the sixth or Stephanus in the seventh century. What I think has not yet
been sufficiently acknowledged is that in the East, even after the sixth century,
the tradition of commenting on Aristotle’s treatises continues uninterrupted
until the fifteenth century or even beyond the fall of Constantinople in 1453.
In the case of Aristotle’s logical works, in particular, the signficant number
of manuscripts with Byzantine scholia on the Organon confirms that Aristo-
telian logic constitutes a focus of great attention throughout the Byzantine
era. Following the tradition of the ancient commentators, but especially that
of the Christian commentators of the Alexandrian school, Byzantine scholars
such as Photios, Arethas, Michael Psellos, John Italos, Michael of Ephesus,
Leo Magentinos, Nikephoros Blemmydes, George Pachymeres, John Pedia-
simos, Isaak Argyros, Joseph Philagrios, John Chortasmenos, and others
produce logical commentaries, paraphrases, compendia, and short treatises
on selected logical topics. But in most cases these logical works have not
been edited, let alone been closely studied, and so their importance for the
development of logical theory in Byzantium has not yet been adequately
assessed.

The aim of this chapter is to concentrate on just one of these Byzantine
scholiasts, namely Michael Psellos, and even in this case to discuss only one
of his many writings on Aristotle’s logic, namely his paraphrasis on Aristo-
tle’s De interpretatione. In analysing Psellos’ paraphrasis, I shall attempt to
show that his contribution to logic, which comes fairly early in this long
Byzantine tradition, is of particular interest for an adequate understanding
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both of the further developments in Byzantine logic and of the philosophical
problems in the Aristotelian work.

The Author

I will begin with a few words about Psellos’ interest in, and pursuit of, logical
studies. The obvious place to start is his education. Psellos himself says
(Chron. 3. 3; 6. 37) that his philosophical education was inadequate, and
that the scholars of the time did not study in depth the achievements of the
ancient philosophers, in particular of Plato and Aristotle. It has been argued,
however, that such a statement about the decline and subsequent revival of
learning must be treated as nothing but a commonplace! Psellos must have

been taught at least basic logic, for it seems that from quite early on a
knowledge of the elements of logic in Byzantium was considered as essential
for the exposition of Christian dogma and the refutation of heresy? More

specifically, Psellos must have learnt Aristotle’s logic through the ancient
commentators and the Christian tradition; that is to say, through the com-
mentaries of Philoponus, and the works of John of Damascus, Photios, and
Arethas. After all, Psellos belonged to the same circle of students as men like
John Xiphilinos, who was known for his interest in Aristotle and his mastery
of logic, as is attested by Psellos’ own letters to him (Sathas v. 446-7) and his
funeral oration on him (Sathas iv. 428-9).

The influence of such an education in logic becomes clear when we consider
Psellos’ philosophical position. For Psellos himself stressed that the mind is
capable of grasping truth through reason as well as through revelation, and
he tried to bring together Christianity and the ancient philosophical trad-
ition, claiming that the logical pursuit of truth cannot bring one into corflict
with Christian doctrine (Sathas v. 447). On the contrary, he pointed out that
reasoning is an important part of human nature (Phil. min. I, op. 3, 49:
avfowmikwTegov), though it has its limitations due to the inscrutability of
God’s essence and our limited intellectual power (Sathas v. 326, 414). This is
the reason why Psellos cautiously avoided any suggestion that mere logic
might resolve deep theological issues, although he often advocated the use of
logic (Sathas iv. 462; v. 55). Thus, even if Psellos understandably has a
reputation as someone who was primarily interested in advancing the study
of Plato, influenced by Plotinus, Porphyry, Iamblichus, Proclus, and Olym-
piodorus, it is also reasonable to consider him as an Aristotelian scholar; for
he never neglected the study of Aristotle, and in particular of Aristotle’s
logical writings.

Moreover, it seems that Psellos himself taught Aristotle’s logic as a neces-
sary preparation for dealing with more philosophical issues, in particular,

! Browning (1975: 6). 2 Roueché (1974: 64).
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Plato’s metaphysics (Sathas v. 475). Quite generally, according to the educa-
tional system of Psellos’ time, a course of the advanced level included phil-
osophy and the quadrivium, and it standardly started with a study of
Porphyry’s Isagoge, Aristotle’s Categories, the De interpretatione, and the

Prior Analytics 1. 1-7.2 That means, of course, that there must have been a
need for easily digestible commentaries on these logical works; and especially
for someone like Psellos who often stressed how important logic is for those
who study philosophy (Sathas iv. 428-9; v. 445), it must have seemed highly
reasonable to write for his students his own scholia on the Organon. In fact,

the numerous logical writings which are attributed to him by our sources
prove the degree to which Psellos was engaged in promoting a knowledge of
Aristotle’s logic.

First, we learn directly from him, in the proemium of his unedited com-
mentary on the Physics, that he has written a paraphrasis on the Organon for
teaching purposes.* The same fact can also be inferred from a letter to
Xiphilinos (Phil. min. I, op. 5), in which Psellos stresses the difficulties in
compiling for his students a clear synopsis of Aristotle’s Organon, which
seems to be what Xiphilinos has asked him to do? Psellos’ synopsis, however,
still waits to be recovered from the surviving manuscripts® Second, Psellos
seems to be the author of further logical works, this time either on specfic
books of Aristotle’s Organon or on select logical topics.” For example, the
seventeenth-century list of Psellos’ works by Leo Allatius, which also includes
Psellos’ logical works (PG 122. 521-2), mentions two commentaries on the
Categories;® but, again, these works have not yet been identfied among the
texts which have come down to us. Moreover, the same list includes Psellos’
works on the Prior Analytics, which unfortunately are also unknown; on the

3 For instance, cf. Tatakis (1949: 164).

4 Zervos (1920: 98 n. 3).

> Psellos’ letter has the following informative title Els Tov 5Qovyyaowv ™S BLy)rqg
KUQY vaaravrwov TOV aLgoc)\wov a&waavra adTOv petTafalelv To Tov *AgitaToTélovs
)\ozmov 'Opyavov amd Tob doagols éml 7o cagpés.

There is no doubt that Psellos’ synopsis of the Organon is not the treatise Zivvoyus els
v AgioTorédovs Aoy (cf. Benakis 1958-9). But could we identify Psellos’ synopsis with
the treatise didaokalla oUvTopos kal GapegTaTn WEQL TAV SéKA KATNYOQLDY KAl
TV TQOTACEWY KOl TV CUNOYLOU@Y TeQL WV Tis meodidaylels €ls macav uev kol
ANy émotiuny kal Téxymy, ééawétws 8¢ els THY onTogelay, €bKdAws éumogevoeTal
(Phil. min. I, op. 52), which is ascribed to Psellos in many manuscripts? Duty (1992 edn.: p.
xxxvi) considers it as a spurious work, because its style is not characteristic of Psellos. I agree with
Duffy’s view, and I intend to support it, in what follows, with specfic arguments arising from the
second part of this work which presents a summary of Aristotle’sDe interpretatione.

7 Small treatises by Psellos discussing select topics of Aristotle’s Organon are, for instance,
the ITegt 775 pitews Tév moTdoewy Kal megl ebmoglas meoTdoewy alvTopos €podos (Phil.
min. I, op. 10), and the ZYvTopnos magddoots Tv Sexaroidw magaoyioudv (Phil. min. I,
op. 14).

8 The titles of the two commentaries on Aristotle sCategori ies, which are attributed to Psellos
by Allatius, are the followmg ()’Eénymoats els Tas K owm/ogtag TOU ’Agtm-ore)\ous (1n01p1t
Twv ﬂoayuarwv T4 pev kowwvel), and (ii) ELs ™ Ho@(pv(nov Etcayw'ynv kal Twa
Ty AgtoToTélovs Katnyoguwy (incipit: IToAot ‘uev moay@ws TV doxalwy).
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other hand, we do find in several manuscripts an unpublished commentary
and an unpublished paraphrasis on the Prior Analytics, and there is good
evidence to suggest that they both were written by Psellos?

Focusing now on Psellos’ writings on the De interpretatione, they must
have been considered from early on as standard works of reference; in a
fourteenth-century catalogue of the commentators on Aristotle’s works,
probably written by John Pediasimos,'® Psellos together with Ammonius
and Magentinos are said to be the only commentators on the De interpret-
atione (Stephanus, in De interp.v.)."" In fact, it seems plausible to assume that
Psellos must have produced either more than one commentary on this Aris-
totelian logical treatise, or different versions of the same commentary, a
practice which is not at all unusual already in late antiquity and throughout
the Byzantine era. It is, therefore, not surprising that in Allatius’ list, again,
we find four different works, all commenting on Aristotle’s De interpret-
atione." Tt should be pointed out, though, that the incipits of these works
do not coincide with any of the incipits of Psellos’ surviving writings, and so
we are once more in the situation of not having, so far, discovered or
identified any of these works.

But if none of these works which Allatius in his extensive catalogue
attributes to Psellos coincides with the text of our paraphrasis, is there
enough evidence to show that Psellos is really its author? It is, indeed, the
case that no doubt about Psellos’ authorship is expressed in the manuscript
tradition, in the editions, in the translations, and in the relevant secondary
literature. On the contrary, all scribes, editors, translators, and modern
scholars unanimously attribute it to the famous Byzantine scholar of the
eleventh century. Also, among the works which certainly belong to Psellos!?
there is a scholium on Aristotle’s De interpretatione which closely resembles
the paraphrasis both in content and in style. However, since this scholium is
very short and not to be found verbatim in the paraphrasis, little can be
inferred from it. There is, though, indirect evidence of Psellos’ authorship in
the text of the paraphrasis itself; for there is a passage in the paraphrasis in
which the author, after referring by name to Ammonius and Philoponus,
mentions the view of a philosopher who was appointed by the most literate

° Terodiakonou (forthcoming).

'© Benakis 1987: 362.

"' 1t is interesting to note that Psellos” comments on the De interpretatione are praised in a
short poem by the 12th-cent. author John Tzetzes for their clarity. Indeed, Tzetzes compares
Psellos to a pearl diver who brings to the surface the precious thought which is hidden, like a pearl
in 1ts shell, by the obscurity of Aristotle’s text. See Duffy (1998: 441-5).

The four works on the De mterpietatlone which Allatius dttrlbutes to Psellos are:
(1) Efnynmg els 70 ITegt éopmelas ’AQLGTOTe/\oug (1n(:1p1t ‘0 0KO‘ITO§ Tov ITegl éopunvelas
éotl BLa)\aBew 7TEOL ﬂQOTaaewv) (i1) Efnynms €L5’ 7O HEQL dopnrelas ’AQLUTOTE/\ovs (1n01p1t
Oéobar VUV vl ’TOU ooloacay), (iii) Zvvows KaL ,LLETOL(anG’Ls‘ Gaq)earaﬂ] s SLSaUKa/\Lag
7oV Iegt eg,wr]vaas (incipit: L\L(D\CL[LBO,V€L meol ‘rroo~raoewv) and (iv) Els 70 ITegl éounvelas
eKSoats €7TLTO},L05‘ (incipit: Ta ELBV] TOU /\oyov 7TEVT€ TOV agtﬁfwv)

3 Phil. min. I, op. 15: Tod Weob megl mooTdaewy dpeovaiv dAhAas ouvainledew.
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king as the dmaros T@v ¢plocdbpwr,'* and we do know that Psellos was
appointed by Constantine Monomachos (1042-55) as thefirst vmaros Téwv
puoabpwr.” But if the philosopher referred to here is Psellos, and Psellos
himself is the author of the paraphrasis, why would he present his own views
in this circuitous way? It seems that Psellos avoids here referring to himself,
because he is consistent in concealing deliberately, throughout the paraphra-
sis, his identity as its author; and this for reasons which will be discussed
shortly.

Finally, before I turn to the analysis of the text, a brief remark concerning
its date: assuming that Psellos wrote this work on Aristotle’s De interpreta-
tione, and that he was appointed as the first dmaros T@v plocdbpwy in
the year 1045, we here have a terminus post quem for the date of the para-
phrasis.'¢

The Text

Psellos’ paraphrasis was first edited by Aldus Manutius in Venice in 1503 and
published again in 1520, together with Ammonius’ and Leo Magentinos’
commentaries on the De interpretatione. The same text was also translated
into Latin and edited twice, first by Severinus Boetius in Venice in 1541, and
then by Conrad Gresner in Basel in 1542. As to the manuscript tradition of
the paraphrasis, Wartelle in his catalogue lists thirty-six manuscripts from
various libraries which preserve, according to him, Psellos’ comments on the
De interpretatione under different headings, such as paraphrasis, metaphra-
sis, expositio, scholia, commentaria. However, this catalogue is not reliable,
and it also has proved in many cases to be incomplete. A closer look at the
catalogues of the particular libraries, as well as the study of some of the
manuscripts themselves, show that only twenty-six of these manuscripts,
dating from the twelfth to the sixteenth century, preserve the paraphrasis
published in the Aldine edition;'” most of the other manuscripts preserve the

' in De interp. 28. 42: 8v Kal puAocgbpwy TmaTov Bacidéwy Tis 0 el PLONOYDTATOS.

15 For instance, see Fuchs (1926: 29).

16" As has already been pointed out, although the second part of thedwacralia odvTouos
also presents a summary of Aristotle’s De interpretatione, there are good reasons to believe that
its author is not the same as the author of the paraphrasis. First, the fact that there are no
comments in didackaria odvropos on ch. 14 of Aristotle’s De interpretatione (23*27-249)
suggests that the author considers it as not genuine, whereas the author of the paraphrasis
explicitly attributes this chapter to Aristotle. Second, in ddacokaria clvTopos there is none
of the particular characteristics which distinguish the paraphrasis from the other commentaries
on the De interpretatione, characteristics which are discussed in the following sections of this
paper. Third, one notices substantial differences between the two works in the way the material is
presented, in the form of the examples used, and in some interpretations, like for instance in the
explanation of the term éx peraféoews. Therefore, if Psellos is indeed the author of the
paraphrasis, 4tdacokalla odvTonos probably is not his work.

7 The manuscripts which preserve Psellos’ paraphrasis are: Ambrosianus 194 & C 97 sup.),
saec. XV; 255 (= D 82 sup.), saec. XIII; Baroccianus gr. 117, saec. XVI; Breslau, Magdalenaeus
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second part of the spurious dwSackaria cdvTopos, which also includes a
summary of Aristotle’s De interpretatione.

Now let me briefly describe the text as printed in the Aldine, by presenting
its division into an introduction andfive parts, which Psellos calls ‘runuara’.
The introduction covers chapter 1 of the standard division of Aristotle’s text
(De interp. 16*1-18); the first part covers chapters 2-6 (De interp. 16*19—
17237);'® the second part covers chapters 7-9 and part of 10 De interp.
17%38-19°19); the third part covers the rest of 10 and chapter 11 (De interp.
19°19-21234); the fourth part covers chapters 12 and 13 (De interp. 21*35—
23%26); and finally, the fifth part covers chapter 14 (De interp. 23*27-24%9)."°
Although it is not at all clear how old this division underlying Psellos’ para-
phrasis actually is, there is no doubt that it is exactly the same as the division
found in Ammonius’ commentary, with the diference that Ammonius refers
to the five parts as ‘kepdlaca’; the other surviving commentaries, that is to say
Stephanus’ commentary and the anonymous’ commentary published by
Taran, also divide their text into five ‘runuara’. However, for two reasons
nothing conclusive can be said about the precise origin of Psellos’ division;
first, he himself is not strict in always using the same terms, since he also uses
‘kepaawov’ (in De interp. 35. 29) and ‘cvvrayua’ (in De interp. 27. 5-6)
instead of ‘Tunua’; and second, the divisions of the paraphrasis which are to
be found in the manuscript tradition, but also in its Latin translations, slightly
differ from the division in the Aldine edition?°

Unfortunately, the Aldine edition suffers from a great number of misread-
ings, false readings, displacements and unnecessary additions:

1. There are misreadings of single words which greatly change the meaning;
for instance, there are at least four cases (in De interp. 4.27;6.9;26-7; 8. 3) in
which the Aldine edition has dmégaots instead of dmopavats.

2. There are false readings of sentences which make Psellos’ point unintel-
ligible. For instance, the sentence ‘0% unv €l 7is 0¥ dikatos avfgowmos,

1442, saec. XIV; Hierosolyminatus S. Sepulchri 150, saec. XIV; 107, saec. XIII (?); Laurentianus
gr. 10.26, saec. XII; 71.19, saec. XIV; 71.32, saec. XIV; 71.35, saec. XIII; 85.1, saec. XIV; Acquisti
175, saec. XIII; Marcianus gr. Z 599, saec XIV-XV; Mosquensis Bibl. Synod. 455, saecc. XV-
XVI; Mutinensis 189 (= F 11), saec. XIV; Neapolitanus 334 (= E 12), sacc. XV (?); Oxford,
Magdalen College 15, saec. XV; Parisinus gr. 1918, saec. XIV; 1919, saec. XV; 1973, saec. X1V,
2136, saec. XVI; Vaticanus gr. 1693, saec. XIV; 1035, (?); Vindobolensis Phil. gr. 139, saec. XIV;
300, saec. XIV; Yale, Philipps 6445, saec. XIII (?).

18 The first part of Psellos’ paraphrasis is subdivided into four subparts under the headings:
meol bvdpatos, meol oNuaTos, TEQL \dyov, Tegl kaTapdoews kal Amopdyoews.

1 1t should be noted that Psellos does not regard ch. 14 as spurious; rather he thinks that it
was written by Aristotle as an exercise designed to guide the student to the correct doctrine (n De
interp. 35. 28-9: TovT0 yoiv pou pbdvov Téwv dAwv o Iegl égunvelas TunubTwy yvuvaciov
\oyov éméyov éxd(Sorar). This view is similar, but not identical, to Ammonius’ claim that ch. 14
was composed either by Aristotle himself, writing an exercise for those who study this logical
work, or by someone later than Aristotle (n De interp. 251. 25-252. 10).

9 e.g., in the manuscript Baroccianus gr. 117 the fifth part is further subdivided into six
subparts, which are called “émixetofjuara’, and in the Latin translations the second and fourth
parts are further subdivided.
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N8 Kkal avlowmos oV Slkaids éaTw’ (in De interp. 18. 25), should read ‘o0
unv €l Tis dlkatos dvlgwmos ovk €oTw, NéN Kal dvlgwmos oV dlkaids
éorw’ !

3. There are parts of the text that have been placed in the wrong order.
For instance, the eight lines which present the sixteen sentences resulting
from the permutations of the four quantifiers (in De interp. 11. 16-24) should
appear earlier in the text (in De interp. 11. 1), since they seem to have
been misplaced due to a rearrangement of pages in the manuscript trad-
ition.??

4. There are whole parts of the Aldine text which certainly do not belong to
Psellos’ work. For instance, towards the end of the paraphrasis?® there is a
sentence which is a redundant repetition of a bit of text some lines above, and
does not read well after the preceding sentence which explicitly marks the end
of this part of the paraphrasis; most probably, this sentence must have been a
scholium in the margin of a manuscript, and it was later added to the main
text of the paraphrasis by a not particularly careful editor or scribe. But what
immediately follows this sentence in the Aldine (n De interp. 27. 7-28. 7) is
even more disturbing; for it is a long passage from Ammonius’ commentary
(in De interp. 210. 17-212. 23), with an introducing sentence in the place of a
lemma,* as if Psellos himself cites Ammonius in his paraphrasis. However, a
closer look at the manuscripts proves that it is only an unfortunate addition
by an editor or copyist®> Moreover, there is a long passage in the Aldine (n
De interp. 19. 23-20. 4), presenting an interpretation of Aristotle which is
actually in conflict with the interpretation offered earlier in the text; this
passage, in fact, proves to be a part of Magentinos’ commentary ¢n De
interp. 22. 8-42). Hence, it should also be regarded as an unfortunate addition
by an editor, for there are no traces of this passage in the extant manuscripts.
In general, such additions to Psellos’ original paraphrasis make clear that the
editor must have had in front of him a manuscript with Aristotle’s De
interpretatione in the centre, and in the margins the commentaries of Psellos,
Ammonius, and Magentinos, as well as brief scholia by anonymous scholi-
asts. After all, it is not by chance that Psellos’ work on Aristotle’s De
interpretatione was edited by Aldus Manutius together with Ammonius’
and Magentinos’ commentaries on the same logical work.

21 This is actually a reading which we find in the MS tradition; see e.g. Baroccianus gr. 117,
y g g g
fo. 80".
2 .
< See e.g. Baroccianus gr. 117, fo. 67.

? in De interp. 26. 51-27.7: 8€i 8¢ dpis eldévar s 6 [INaTwv moMas Tééeis év Ty ZogioTh
ToU 1) bvTos Tagadédwke, Kal év uev onuawduevoy Tob ui SvTos TO VTEQ TG GVTA. .. KAl
TéNos oot Te éxelvw ko YuIv 70 TolTov Tob Iegl éoumyelas eldnpe cvvTaypa. elol 8€ kal
é’u\/\a éTega onuawoueva 8o Tov undvTos Uy OV yag Aéyetal kal amav TO alolnTov kal 1)
oTéonats.

2 in De interp. 27 7-8: KaL a)\)\wg amo pwvis Aupwviov glocdpov 4o Tob dnhés
8¢ €O‘TLV €lmelv kaTa ToD TWOS Kal ATAQDS.

> See e.g. Baroccianus gr. 117; Laurentianus 10. 26.
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A Commentary or a Paraphrasis?

Leaving the issue of the authorship of the paraphrasis and the various
deficiencies of the Aldine edition, let us next focus on Psellos’ text itself,
and let us here start from its title which in most manucripts is the following?®
Muyanlov Pelod magdpoacts eis 70 ITegl egunveias. However, Psellos
himself nowhere calls this work a magdggaots, but he uses instead the
terms ‘Omouvnua’ (in De interp. 8. 55; 10. 27; 15. 53; cf. 39. 3I:
‘Umopvnuatiopds’), ‘clyyoapud’ (in De interp. 28. 36), and ‘cvvraypa’
(in De interp. 35. 31-2), which are also used to refer to Aristotle’s logical
treatise. But, then, why is this work called a ‘mragdgoacis’? Is there a
difference between a paraphrasis and a commentary?

At the beginning of his paraphrasis on the Posterior Analytics, the fourth-
century commentator Themistius (n An. post. 1. 2—-16) compares his scholia
on Aristotle to those written by previous commentators, and states that he
decided to produce works which are much shorter, so that the students can
learn and remember them more easily. He also stresses that, in this way, he
has really innovated as to the form of scholia on Aristotle’s logical treatises?’
Approximately ten centuries later, the commentator Sophonias ¢n De an. 1.
4-3. 9) undertakes to distinguish the way Alexander of Aphrodisias, Ammo-
nius, Simplicius, and Philoponus compiled their commentaries from that of
the innovative writings of Themistius, who was then followed, according to
Sophonias, among others by Psellos in his logical works>® Sophonias actu-
ally enumerates the main differences between the two groups of writings:

1. The size of the scholia in the first group is considerably larger than that
of those in the second group.

2. The commentators of the first group interpret the Aristotelian text
section by section, whereas the commentators of the second group tend to
present and discuss it in a continuous flow, as if they were Aristotle himself.

3. The commentators of the first group aim at providing a scholarly
understanding of Aristotle’s works, while the members of the second group
are interested in the use of their writings for more elementary teaching
purposes; hence, they often add many useful rules and examples to ease the
study of Aristotle’s thought.

It is exactly because of these differences that the commentators of the second
group should be considered, according to Sophonias, as writing paraphrases
rather than commentaries.?’

But could we apply in the case of Psellos’ work on the De interpretatione
Sophonias’ observations concerning the characteristic features of a para-

26 There is, however, a variant of this t1t1e namely, Ambrosmnus 194 and the Oxford
mdnuscrlpt of Magdalen College 15 have weoupgamg instead of ﬂa@agooacns
27 Themlstlus in An. post. 1. 14: TOV Tvrrov Kowovtueda 7779 ouyyga(png
® Sophonias, in De an. 1.21: kat ‘1’5/\/\05 UoTegov ;uu"f;aa,uevos €v 7 AoyLKi).
2 Tbid. 1. 19-20: 0Dk é¢qynrai paov 7 ragagpoaaral.
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phrasis? The first characteristic is clearly present, for we only need to com-
pare the size of Psellos’ work to Ammonius’ commentary on the same
Aristotelian treatise. That is to say, the 272 pages of Ammonius’ edited
scholia in the series Commentaria in Aristotelem Graecacertainly outnumber
by far the 39 pages of the Aldine edition of Psellos’ text, which correspond to
approximately 90 pages of the CAG series.™

Concerning next the continuous flow of a paraphrasis, it must be pointed
out that the lemmata which interrupt Psellos’ text in the Aldine edition were
probably not part of Psellos’ original work; they are not to be found in all
manuscripts and they also seem to be redundant, since Aristotle’s views are
incorporated in the main text of the paraphrasis. Of course, we cannot be
certain as to who added these lemmata and when, though we may note that
they preserve a text which does not always coincide with our standard edition
of Aristotle’s work.

But there is another more interesting aspect of Sophonias’ second charac-
teristic, which certainly applies to Psellos’ work on theDe interpretatione. For
at the very end of his paraphrasis;*' Psellos himself states that he pretends
throughout this text to be Aristotle himself. And this is why the alleged
author of the paraphrasis uses the first person to talk about the doctrines
which he discusses in works like the De anima (in De interp. 1. 24-5), the
Categories, the Topics, and the Physics (in De interp. 35. 30-2). Moreover, the
obvious anachronism notwithstanding, it is supposed to be Aristotle himself
who refers in this text (in De interp. 28. 34—41) to Ammonius’ commentary
on the De interpretatione and, most probably, to Philoponus’ commentary on
the Prior Analytics.>* But although there are many more indications in the
paraphrasis which show that Psellos tries to maintain thefiction that Aris-
totle is its author,”* there are three obvious lapses: once the name of Aristotle
occurs in an example, namely ITAaTwv @uocopel kal ZwkdTns
Staéyetar kal *AgioToTélns Texvoloyei (in De interp. 6. 7-8); Aristotle’s
view on names is twice presented in the third person as the doctrine of the
Philosopher (in De interp. 2. 14; 17); and finally, when the views of Plato and

30 The extract from Ammonius’ commentary which the editor carelessly added to Psellos’
paraphrasis gives us an idea as to the length of Psellos” work; that is to say, it is thanks to this
extract that we may estimate the 39 pp. of the Aldine edn. of Psellos’ text to correspond to
approximately 90 pp. of the series Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca

"in De interp. 39. 28-31: ovTw p,e‘v ovv e’yu‘) e’v T /\oy[q) ToUTQ 06&7@09 TV
AQLO'TOTE/\OUS ﬂooawrrov duavtd 7T€QL9€‘LL€VO§, TOV éxelvov TEQL TAV ATOPAVTIKQWY
Moywy ééwoxmoduny vmopwvmuariouov. It ls lnterestmg to compare the above text with the
followmg Sophonias, in De an. 1. 11-12: ad7ov yag vmodivres *AgioToTélmy kal 7& THs
adTayyeXias moooyonGhevol TooowTElW.

2 There is no reason to assume, as has been done by Busse in his edn. of Ammonius’
commentary (in De interp. xv.), that this passage implies the existence of a commentary by
Philoponus on the De interpretatione, for Philoponus himself discusses the issue which is
in question here, namely the notion of the évdexduevor, in his surviving commentary on
the Prior Analytics (in An. pr. 42. 35-6; 59. 6-7), and the other available evidence is quite
meagre.

3 See e.g. in De interp. 3. 11, 4. 28, 30, 31, 32.
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Aristotle on non-being are put forward, Psellos does not manage to avoid
referring to Aristotle by name (in De interp. 27. 5). In general, though, Psellos
presents the logical issues of the De interpretatione from Aristotle’s perspec-
tive, that is to say, as if it were Aristotle himself who, some centuries after
completing his work, revises it, either by expanding the elliptic points or by
explaining the difficult issues on the basis of the commentators’ interpret-
ations.>* It is obviously this characteristic, then, which explains why, as we
have previously said, Psellos deliberately conceals his own identity in this
paraphrasis.

Finally, there is no doubt that the third feature, which Sophonias regards
as characteristic of a paraphrasis, applies to Psellos’ work. For the mere
reading of this treatise soon makes it obvious that it has not been written
for scholars interested in clarifying the dificult points of Aristotle’s thought,
but for the teaching of students with little background in logical matters® In
fact, the practical aim of Psellos’ paraphrasis as a textbook for use in logic
courses is attested, as Sophonias rightly expects, by the large number of
references to theorems or rules. In the 39 pages of the Aldine edition we
find the term ‘kavcdr’ occurring nineteen times;’® this does not mean, of
course, that Psellos discusses nineteen rules, for there are only four, nor
that he invents new logical rules, for he simply formulates them on the basis
of material already presented by Aristotle>’ To the use of rules, as indicative
of the practical aim of Psellos’ paraphrasis, we should also add the use of the
imperative, the use of the second person, and the use of verbs referring to the
teaching process.*® In addition, Psellos often presents the Aristotelian doc-
trines in a question—answer form, which he clearly considers as helpful to the
students; in fact, he uses it so much that in a single page wefind eight different
questions.>

3 See e.g. in De interp. 8. 55-9. 2, 10. 43-5, 15. 52-3, 28. 17-18, 30. 14.

35 There is, however, an exception to the rule that Psellos just tries to cover the same ground as
Aristotle in a more accessible form, without attention to the details of theDe interpretatione. For
there is one place (in De interp. 23. 7-25), in which Psellos proposes a change of the standard text,
even though this change is not particularly good. The standard edition of Aristotle’s text reads as
follows: De interp. 20%35-6: 6 & elmaw odk avlowmos 0vdev pwaov Tov dvbowmos da Kal
NTTOV YMbevré TL 1) EpevoTal, éav uy Tt moooTedy). Psellos’ reading deletes i, exactly as it
happens in the relevant lemma of Ammonius’ commentatry ¢n De interp. 188. 20), and proposes
to have a fullstop after nA)fevke. In other words, Psellos understands the text not as saying that
the indefinite name ‘not-man’ does no more say something true or false than the name ‘man’, but
as saying that ‘not-man’ does no more say something true than ‘man’, and says something false if
something else is added to it.

S in Deinterp. 21. 11, 41,42,22. 5,11, 31, 41, 23. 30, 37, 25. 31, 26. 4, 4, 12, 18, 36, 45, 28. 13,
29. 49, 36. 47.

37 Psellos’ simple rule (in De interp. 21. 11), for instance, that in contradictory assertions the
subject and the predicate should always be the same, should certainly not be considered as his
own logical innovation.

8 e.g. vémoov cou(in De interp. 12.39,15.9,12,53,17.37,19. 5, 21. 26, 34. 28),akemréov cot
(in De interp. 36. 1), uéuvmabe (in De interp. 31. 37), mootifepal oot tddéar (in De interp. 20.
53), Si8atapev vpuas (in De interp. 31. 30).

3 in De interp. 10.2-5,11.24-5,42,43,16.40,42,18.8, 17,21, 27, 26. 43, 44,45,31.12, 15,22,
28, 29, 36, 39, 52, 39. 4.
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Moreover, Psellos reorganizes the Aristotelian material, constructing dia-
grams which are easily memorized and learnt by the students. There are
several occasions in the paraphrasis on which Psellos discusses a dificult
logical issue, either by explicitly referring to a diagram or by giving directions
as to how to construct one. Just to give a sense of the importance of diagrams
in this work, the term ‘Sudyoauua’ is used thirteen times,* but we also
find the term ‘oxjua’*! and various phrases implying the use of a diagram,
like ‘al Staywvior mpoTdoels’ and ‘al kata Siduergov moordoews’ ¥ How-
ever, there are no such diagrams in the Aldine edition, although they are in
great abundance in the manuscript tradition of Psellos’ paraphrasis®* In fact,
the omission of diagrams from the Aldine edition is yet another of its
important deficiencies, as Psellos’ text often becomes unintelligible without
them. Since we know so little about the history of diagrams in logical texts, it
would be hasty to speculate here about the origins of Psellos’ logical dia-
grams. [t may be suggested, though, that most of these diagrams are either
identical with or quite similar to diagrams which are to be found in the works
of previous commentators, for example in Philoponus’ commentaries**

Psellos does not only use rules and diagrams to make Aristotle’s text more
accessible to the students of logic; he also adds, for the same purpose, a
considerable number of examples. In particular, Psellos understandably uses
Aristotle’s standard examples, such as Ka\mrmos® and Zwkedrys Aevios
éorw.*® Moreover, he uses either Stoic examples already modfied by the
ancient commentators, such asel \iés éorw, Huéoa éoriv;* or versions of
the commentators’ own examples, such as Alas éuovoudynaev Exrogi™
and €l 6 Oeos Sikatos, Ta éxeibev SLKaL676Qa.49 However, it is Psellos’ own
examples which are more interesting. For instance, in Psellos’ example
INatwv  @uocopel kal Zwkearns Swadéyetar kal *AguoToTé)s
Texvoloyet (in De interp. 6. 7-8), we should note the use of the verb
Texvoloy® which is not to be found in the ancient commentators™® but
most importantly Psellos’ own understanding of the distinct character of
Socrates’, Plato’s, and Aristotle’s philosophy. Also, Psellos twice uses as an
example for a mythical animal (in De interp. 3. 44, 26. 49), instead of the more
standard Toayéagos, the unusual word pvounkoréw, i.e. ant-lion, which
presumably comes from the Old Testament?>' To this same Judaeo-Christian

40 Tbid. 19. 3, 10, 30, 20. 24-5, 34-5, 30. 27-8, 50, 31. 14, 32, 33, 32. 13, 35, 35. 8.

4! Tbid. 34. 42.

42 Ibid. 10. 4, 11. 13, 16, 13. 29, 20. 20, 22, 26, 35, 30. 49.

43 See e.g. Baroccianus gr. 117, fos. 63", 68, 77, 79, 81Y, 82", 100, 115", 117".

4 See e. g. Philoponus, in An. pr. 377.

4 in De interp. 2. 28 = De interp. 16°21.

46 Ibid. 3. 24-5 = De interp. 17°28.

47 Ibid. 6. 6-7 = Philoponus, in An. pr. 171. 3; 242. 33.

8 in De interp. 7. 2; 8. 28 = Ammonius, in De interp. 73. 11-12.

" in De interp. 7. 3-4; 19-20 = Philoponus, in An. pr. 243. 26.

30 Psellos often uses the verb Texvoloya, see e.g. in De interp. 16. 21;23. 29.

St Job4: 11; Physiologus A 20; Neilos of Ankyra, De monastica exercitatione49; Germanos of
Constantinople, Orationes 1.
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tradition, after all, belong some other examples by Psellos, such asdedgo
avacTas (in De interp. 5. 46) and éav pev doeTnv éwpat, puxns cwrnola
pot mooayevioeras (in De interp. 15. 24-5).

Psellos’ Sources

Having thus established that Psellos’ work on the De interpretationeis rightly
called a magdggaats, let me now turn to its content. More specffically, the
study of Psellos’ examples introduces us to the next issue with which we
should deal in more detail, namely the issue of the irfluences on Psellos’
paraphrasis. Thefirst thing to note is that the stylistic convention followed by
Psellos, namely pretending that Aristotle is the author, proves to be quite
confusing; that is to say, the first person is here used not only when we are
informed about Aristotle’s doctrines, but also when the commentators’ in-
terpretations as well as Psellos’ own views are presented. In addition, the
results of an inquiry into Psellos’ influences are inevitably limited, since only
few of the many commentaries written on the De interpetatione are still
extant.

Nevertheless, there are indeed many cases in which we can detect Psellos
adopting the scholia of the previous commentators. For instance, the view
expressed in Psellos’ work that a sentence (éyos) is a product (AmoTéleopa)
of our natural capacity to produce vocal sound, and thus by nature, and not
its instrument (6gyavov), which fulfils its function by convention (in De
interp. 5. 22-35), is supported by the same arguments in Ammonius ¢»
De interp. 62. 21-2), in the anonymous commentary (n De interp. 16. 1—
19), and in Stephanus (in De interp. 15. 9-10). Also, when the issue arises of
whether the indefinite negative assertion is similar to the universal negative or
to the particular negative (in De interp. 11. 24-12. 1), Psellos sides with the
second view which is already argued for in the same way in Ammonius’
commentary (in De interp. 111. 10-11). But does this mean that Psellos’
paraphrasis heavily depends on the preceding commentaries, and in particu-
lar on Ammonius’ scholia? Although this is what is generally believed about
Psellos” work on the De interpretatione, as well as about his other writings on
Aristotle, I shall attempt to challenge this view and argue in favour of two
theses: first, that Psellos is influenced not only by the Aristotelian commen-
tators, but by other ancient sources among which the Greek grammarians are
predominant; and second, that Psellos incorporates in this paraphrasis his
own views, some of which may originate in his aim to reconcile the Christian
tradition with the ancient philosophers.

There are specific points in Psellos’ paraphrasis, on which the influence of
the Greek grammarians is noticeable;> of these I shall here present only

52 Psellos was taught grammar by the Byzantine grammarian Niketas, in whose funeral
oration Psellos often stresses that learning grammar is really basic for all science (Sathas
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three, namely his views on the definition of a name, on the tenses of a verb,
and on the natural priority of a verb over a name.

The definition of a name

Psellos defines a name (76 5vo;ux)5 3 as something composite of matter and
form, that is, composed of simple vocal sound @7\ ¢wv1) and a certain
articulation (dmMymous), that is, a pronunciation according to language and
linguistic expression (\ex7ikn ékpwvnats). Now in Ammonius’ commen-
tary,>* we find a remark which closely resembles Psellos’ ddfinition, namely
that names and verbs are not simply vocal sounds @m\@s gwval), but vocal
sounds shaped and formed by linguistic imagination Qex7ik1) pavTacia). It
should be noted that, similar though they may be, these two texts partly use
different terminology. More specifically, Psellos uses the term ‘amiynous’,
which is not to be found in Ammonius’ commentary. On the other hand, this
same term seems to be a standard term used by the Greek grammarians
in their introductory discussions about vocal sound. Thus, at the very
beginning of his Ars grammatica,” Dionysius Thrax defines pitch (révos)
as pronunciation of vocal sound (@m9ynows pwris). And also in the
scholia on the same work, the term ‘amiynos’ is used and defined either as
‘nxos’” (Schol. in D. Th. 22. 18), or as ‘0 7Mxo0s Kal 7) TQOPOEA KAl )
expanmats’ (Schol. in D. Th. 309. 43-310. 1).

The tenses of a verb

Psellos points out that, though he accepts to follow Aristotle in calling the
tenses of a verb ‘cases’ (mTdigets), since they may be said to be derived
(memTwrévar) from the present tense, as the genitive and the dative are
derived from the nominative, he actually believes that they should be con-
sidered as transformations (magacynuariauol ).’ That is to say, Psellos is
aware of a distinction similar to the modern distinction between the declen-
sion of a name and the conjugation of a verb, but he accepts on this occasion

v. 87-96). It should also be noted that Psellos is the author of a treatise with the titleXriyot
moNTLKOL TTEQL TR)S YoapuuaTikys (J. Boissonade, Analecta Graeca II1 (Paris, 1831), 200-28), a
small work of 483 verses on grammar.

53 in De interp. 2. 3-5: TO ya b/vo,u,a émel 0'151/06761/ éoTw amd Te THS AmM)S QWS

avyxecpevov Kkal  THs mOLS aﬂ'nxnaews, 7]TOL TS SLANEKTUKT)S KAl AEKTUKT)S
EK;pr]oea)g, é v/\"r]g Kkal eldovs UUVTEHEL/J,GVOV éotiy.

Ammonius, in De interp. 22 33-23. 1: odyx aﬂ')\ws pwval T4 ovo,uara Kal T4 oYuata,
G T ade pogpwleioal kal Stamlacheioal U7TO 7'775‘ )\€KTLK7]§ goaVTacLas

3 Dlonysms Thrax Arsgram 6.15-7.2: Tovog éoTiv aqunmg (pwvng e’vaogowovn KaTA

avédTaow ev T béelq, 1 kata opaliopov v ThH Pagelq, 1 kata mwegikdaow év T
TEQLOTWUEDT).

in De interp. 3.49-51: 7TT(,()O'€L§ 8¢, 810 TO 7T€7TT(,L)K€VOLL 70D éveaT@TOS, warreo 7 yevmn
Kal SOTLK”q Kac ‘ra)\)\a wrwaets‘, Bta 7o 7TE7TT(L)K€V(1L s edbelas KaTaXQnoﬂKwTerv yag
pou elgnTaL T TTdoELs €l Tob {NpaTos VTl TOD TAQACKYUATIGLOD.
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to use a common term in both cases. Ammonius, on the other hand, claims
that the tenses of a verb are formed from the present tense kara
magacynpatiouév (in De interp. 52. 24), but he makes no comment as to
the suitability of the term ‘mrdioeis’. In the Ars grammatica of Dionysius
Thrax,”” however, the very definition of a verb states that it is an dwrwros
Xé¢us, clearly implying that a verb is conjugated and not declined, and thus its
tenses should not be regarded as mrdoews. Also, Apollonius Dyscolus’®
defines a verb using the term ‘jueraoynuariounod to refer to the transform-
ations of a verb resulting in its tenses.

The natural priority of a verb over a name

At the very beginning of his paraphrasis>® Psellos advocates a rather unusual
view, namely that a verb is more perfect than a name. He even repeats it later
on, when he claims that he will first discuss names, although verbs are more

perfect,®® but also when he stresses that in an assertion the verb is the most

important part.®!
The view that a verb is more perfect than a name is indeed strange,
as it contradicts the standard doctrine found in the commentaries on

Aristotle’s De interpretatione. For according to Ammonius®® and Stepha-

nus,” a name indicates substance (odoia), and is thus prior to a verb

indicating activity (évégyeta) and affection (wdfos). In addition, there
are some grammarians who express exactly the same view, like for
example Theodosios of Alexandria® and his commentator George Choiro-

57 Dionysius Thrax, Ars gram. 46. 4-5: P*?),u,cl éo7i Méis EmTwTos, émSeKTiIrY) x0oVWY TE
Kkal mpoowmwy Kal dgibudy, évégyeiav 77(1005‘ TAQLOTROA.

8 Scholia in D. Th. 71. 24-T: "Pv;,ua Ef)"TL Megog )\{)yov/ ((/’iwrwnlw) , év IZSL,OLS‘
Meﬂ'at{xnpaﬂapo\w’SLacp?ng Xoovwy GW/LBGfSTLKOV‘/J,G\T, evegyeias 1 W(}GOUS‘ (€] O}JSGTGQOU),
TQOCWTWY T€ KAt ALy TagaoTaTIKOV, 0TE KOt Ta TS Yuxns Stabéaets dniot.

in De interp. 1. 5-7: fyyovv modTws uév 7O Svopa s ATEAéGTEQOV TOD dNuaTos, kadd 7o
Uev vmorelTal Kal peTarapufavel, 7o 8¢ kaTiyogeiTal kal peTadidwaty.

in De interp. 4. 35-6: 67i éml pév Tov dvbuaros kal TOU gMuaTos TH G4mO TAOY
aTeleaTégwy éxonoduny meobdw émt Ta TeAedITEQA.

61 jn De interp. 6. 21-2 (see also in De interp. 17. 4£k5) KaL TEONYOUUEVWS eV TEQL TOD
ofparos Texvoloynoat, ws TO KDQOS év Tais 77007(10'60“/ éxovTos.

62 Ammonlus in De interp. 29. 31 30 3: OTL ,uev eLKOTws 7TQOT€7'L,LLT]7'(LL 7O ovop.a TOU
Qn,ua‘ros év 7'77 BLBaGKa)\La gDaVEQOV Ta },LGV yaQ ovo;ww'a Tds vﬂaofets‘ onuaivovot va
moaypubTwy Ta 8¢ gyuara Tas évegyelas 7 T4 whby, monyolvTaL 8¢ TOV EvegyeLdY Kal
TV mabov al vmhoées.

83 Stephanus, in De interp. 3. 9-12: ko 87t pév 76 Svoua Tis Umboéews kal THs odaias
éoTiv ompavTikby, 7o 8€ HHa ThHs odolas évégyetav onuaivel, TooTegevEL 8€ 1) odola THS
évepyelas, elkdTws Kkal TO ovopa Tob gNparos meoTaxbyoeTal.

Theodosios, Gramm. 17.31-18. 16: [IgoTéTakTai S T0 dvopa Tov fjuaros, 671 76 bvoua
KaT 0UGLY AéyGTaL Tb Be‘ oua KCLT(‘I wgayué*rwv Kugtu’neom o€ €Low ai ovolat T(Z)V
ﬂoaypérwv H@o ‘rov Qn,uaTos‘ 86 é¢ avaykng Kew'ou 70 ovopa E77€L817 7O sveoyew TE Kac
waaxew 7'775‘ ovcnag éorl, kaf’ my 7 0éats ‘er ovo;uxﬂuv €0‘TLV e§ wv ovoy.ara)v dnradn 7]
18161ns TOl) m],uowog yevvaTm TOUTO 8¢ €O'TLV 7] eveoyeLaKaL TO TraOOg EV€O'TL TOoLyagouy
vaoov,uew) év avTOLs onpacw 1) evf)eta s avev ovx ola € echw 0 ovma Bnhwﬁnvat
&V Lév TQ TYWTW Kal SeVTEQW TPOGUTW SLwgLopuévn, év 8¢ T T(Tw Teo oW Tw &d1bgLoToS.
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boskos,®® as well as John Charax who is quoted by Sophronios®® These
grammarians not only use the commentators’ argument of the priority of a
substance over an activity, they also add two further arguments:first, that a
name is prior to a verb, because whenever the name is abolished
(ovvavawetv), the verb is abolished too, but whenever the verb is abolished,
the name is not abolished; second, that a name is prior to a verb, because the
name does not introduce, or make us think of, a verb along with it
(ouvvetopégew, ourvoeiv), whereas the verb does introduce, or makes us
think of, a name along with it.

There is evidence, however, that not all grammarians accepted the stand-
ard doctrine; in fact, it seems that some of them advocated a view similar to
the one discussed in Psellos’ paraphrasis. That is to say, some grammarians
insisted that a verb is by nature prior (poet mooyevéaTegov) to a name, even
if names should be discussed first and then verbs, simply because verbs make
their appearance as long as there are substances signfied by names.®’” But
what kind of arguments did they use to support their unusual view that a verb
is by nature prior to a name? It seems that the last argument used by their
opponents, namely that a name does not make us think of a verb along with
it, whereas a verb does make us think of a name along with it, must have been
right at the centre of this debate. The grammarians advocating the natural
priority of a verb over a name also used it, but for the opposite purpose. That

65 George Choiroboskos, Schol. in Theod. Can. verb.2.22-3. 10 (see also, Schol. in Theod. Can.
nom. 105. 2-21): Tozﬁva oUTws e’Xéw'wv e"udﬂo‘uev &v Tols woox\aﬁof)aw 671 dkTW €lot TC‘L
Megn TOU )\oyov ovoua ofpa METOXY] &gfgov & avrwvv,tua ﬂgoﬁems E7TL ogMpa ovvﬁea,u,os, KaL
on mooTéraxTal TO bvopa Tob Qmwwog, Kabo -ro pev ovo,ua ovolas éoTi an;wwrmov ’TO
8€ ¢ Qn,ua O'U‘LL,BG,B‘I]KOTOS‘, <al 36 OUD'L(LL WOOTGQGUOUO'L TV UU,LLBeﬁnKOva> KaL yag 0
Z‘ngaTns 7TQOT€Q€U€L 70D yohpew av‘rov KaL 70D TUTTEW eu(orws ovv kal 7o ovo,u,a ws
m']p,av-rmov ov 1hs odoias wgoreoeva Tob Qn,u.a-rog ONROVTLCOD ov-rog 70D oupﬁe/ﬂnxorrog

Kowa SedTegov d€ Aoyov 7TQOT€Q€U€L TO dvoua TOU 07];1.0.705, 8TLpuév O ovo,ua vaavaLgeL
To /36 Q?’],LL’(I ovvoyaweiTal - Kzu\ yag dvawgovuévov SwkedTovs cuvavaeiTalr kol TO
ypbpew adTov Kal TO TUTTEW TG §€ CUVAVALYOVVTA TTQOTEQEVOUDL TAV GUVAVAQOULEV WY

Kata ToiTov 8€ Abyov mooTegeler 7O Gvoua Tob (QMuaTos, OTL uev 7O Ovoua
avvemg:e:gerac, ’T(\)‘ 3¢ éﬁ,t/wc c{/vvewqoéget/‘ Kal yag e"o’w‘ TiS e/i'wg'] TUTTEL %) YO4PeL, TAVTWS
OUVELOPEQEL KAL TV 0VGLAY, TyOUV TOV TUTTTOVTA KOL TOV YQUPOVTO., * TG, 3€ TUVELTPEQOLEVa
ﬂOOTervovoL TV CUVELOPEQOVTWY . .. TO 8€ 0'UV€LO'(P€Q€T(1L el voetv avi 7OV ouvvoeiTOL

Sophronlos Excer. ex Ioan Char376. 34-377. 2: HQO’TG’T(IKTOLL Se 70D Qv;,uamg (pvoa 7O
ovo,u,a <pvcet e /\eyw OUXL adTOY TV /\efewv Kara TOUTO yao uéom OVTa apa eorw a)\)\a
TV moaypudTwy wy ELO’L K(lTT]')/OOLKa 70 yag ovoua ovcnow an,uawet 70 8¢ onua
ov‘uﬁeﬁv]f(os S7Nov 8€ 871 SevTegov TO cuUUBEPNKOS TOD @ CUuBERNKEV €TL 8€ Kal OTL
oUvaVaQEL.

7 Schol. inD. Th. 216. 8- 13 et 3¢ s Tafews‘ afLov ol 7l 87] TOTE TV aﬂavrwv
m)oemtge 76 dvopa 70D Q‘Y]‘uaTOS‘ 7TOO’}/€V€G’T€QO‘U OV’TOS‘ ™ (pvoeL el 'yao T woay;wrra
TOV 0UoLwY meoyevéoTepd  elow. Kal ToU pév gnuatos 6Tt Sikaiws TO Ovoua
<mpo>réraktal, amoxgioel €ls dmoloylav, 67L €l kal mooTéraxTal TR PUoEL TO dNua,
L’L/\/\’ ovv ve Sue T&)V oﬁo'ubv Ta w@ciy,uaTa goa[veTaL Sc/zol in D. Th 244. 5-7: To @ﬁya
avayKast ,uera 70 voua KareTayn 7'7; pioe ,usv yag mowTedel, dua 3€ 7O dlya THS
ovalas w1y (paweaﬂm O'U‘yK€XU)O77K(1,u.€V 7O ovo,u,a WQOTaTTGO‘@aL Sophromos Excer. ex Toan.
Char. 409. 6-9: HS'/] (17708€LXO€VTO§, wg va om—w TOU /\oyov peeav. 7T()OT€TOLKT(1L TOUVO‘LLOL
Sevregav Se Tdtw d avaymuws €L/\’Y)(p€ TO onpa, orrov ye kal ngomtynvan 70D bvdpaTos avTd
Twes nélovy, StaaBbvTes megl Tov dvdpaTos ovv et ENwpev émt TO fHa.
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is to say, the grammarians who stressed that a verb is by nature prior to a
name strongly believed that a verb is perfect (réewov), exactly because it does
make us think of a name along with it, whereas a name does not make us
think of a verb along with it

To come back to Psellos’ paraphrasis, the argument which Psellos gives in
order to support the thesis that a name is less perfect GreléoTegov) than a
verb, may be found in his interpretation of Aristotle’s text which states that,
when uttered just by itself, a verb is a name and signfies something.*’
Commenting on this passage, Psellos clarfies the difference between a name
and a verb, by arguing that a name indicates only substance, whereas a verb
both indicates substance and refers back to something’® On the other hand,
according to Ammonius, the difference between a name and a verb lies in the
fact that a name indicates substance, whereas a verb does not indicate
substance, but only refers to something”! Hence, what distinguishes Psellos’
thesis from the commentators’ view is exactly what the second group of the
grammarians claim against their opponents; namely, that a verb also indi-
cates substance, or in other words, that a verb makes us think of a name along
with it. After all, we still have the tendency to understand a verb as a function
with a place-holder for a name. And there is no doubt that, according to some
Greek grammarians as well as according to Psellos, this is what makes a verb
perfect and prior by nature to a name.

How Original is Psellos’ Paraphrasis?

Is it true that Psellos’ work on Aristotle’s De interpretatione is a mere
compilation of views expressed by previous commentators as well as by other
ancient sources, like for example the Greek grammarians? It is now time to
defend my second thesis, namely that the paraphrasis also presents Psellos’

o8 Sophronios, Excer. ex loan. Char. 377. 2-8: *Amogova 8¢ Twes MyovTes, ToS TO dHUA
jovouegi) )\oyov 7oL0DY Te/\eLOV ws & @ yQa(pw 0? WQOTC/LOO'€T(1L TOU OVOUATOS * €L
yag T GOwT’Y]O'aVTL o€ yoarpovra “ri{ oLets;” aﬂ'oxowow 'ygo'n(pw”, Te'/\etov Aéygv
egeis /leyo,u,ev 3¢, 87 Kou ovTw avvetogoeoerat ovop,a 7o anpawov v odolav, a(p Ns
7 GVGQ‘)/GL(L 7 (LVTUJVU‘LLLO. ¢ Ay Ty odoiav onuaivel, kal kaTa ToUTO Patov TO Svoua
Y TEWTNY €L)\’Y}(€EV Théw.

De interp. 16°19-20: ad1d wev ovv kal avTd Aeybueva Ta fuara dvouatd éoTt Kal
onuaiver TL.

70 jn De interp. 3. 51-4. 6: 8¢t 8¢ kal TOUTO €l8éval, WS TWYV SLONEKTIKDY pwrov, Ty
ovopdTwy kal onuaTwy enul, 7O wev dvopa Umagéw Aot wbvyy, TO 8€ fMua weTa TS
Umaglews kal avagpogdv. aAN év pév adToTelel mooTdoel TR Aeyolon ZwkodTys
TEQUTATEL, TO TEQUTATEL AVAPOQLKOV eV AoV vevONTaL QfAa * DTAQKTIKOY 8€ NTTOV"
Kcu‘ det &wb TOU M&/\)\ov 70 b'on 6V0pu§.§€w &Vacpogmév 07€ 8¢ Kal G.I;Tb 7O é‘?]ua Xwgt‘g 7‘719
7TOO§ 70 dvopa cuvhéoews é e:«pwvnaw UWGQKTLKOV VEVO’Y]T(IL ,ua)\)\ov ] avacpoomov émel ovv
’TO’TE vﬂ'agfw },L(I)\)\OV dmAot, vﬂ'aggews 8¢ MAwTikd Kal Ta dvépaTa, Svopa dv THVIKADTA
Kal 70 dHjua kKinTéov: onuaivel yéo T

71 Ammonius, in De interp. 50. 23-5: kal S€l Tas wev Pwras Tas oNUAWoDoas ATV TAS

< / 3 / ~ \ \ \ b \ \ \ \c /7 4 ¢/
VTTAQEELS OVOULOTA KAAELY, TAS € TNV AVOAPOQAY TNV TTQOS TG VTTOKELUEVA SNAOVTAS 0NUATA.
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own views, or at least some views that are not to be found in the surviving
Aristotelian commentaries. In fact, we can detect throughout Psellos” work
different degrees of independent thinking on his part; sometimes he gives a
slightly different argument to support an established interpretation, some-
times he makes a small but interesting addition to the doctrines of the ancient
commentators, sometimes he considerably diverges from what is generally
accepted. In what follows, I shall present three examples, each of which
illustrates one of the above cases.

A different argument supporting an established interpretation

Right at the beginning of thefirst part of his paraphrasis, Psellos ventures to

discuss the views of Plato and Aristotle on names, trying to establish that
there is in fact no disagreement between the two ancient philosophers. This is
not, of course, the first time that a commentator attempts to reconcile Plato’s
and Aristotle’s doctrines about names; for there are similar passages also at
the beginning of the two complete surviving commentaries on the De inter-

pretatione. In particular, Ammonius (in De interp. 34. 10-40. 30) argues that

to say that names are ‘by nature’ (pvoer), the view usually attributed to Plato,

can be understood in two ways: first, that names are products of nature, that
is to say that a fitting name had been given by nature to each thing; second,
that names fit the nature of the things named by them, like paintings strive to
copy as well as possible the form of their subject. Similarly, to say that names
are ‘by imposition’ (§éoer), the view usually attributed to Aristotle, can also
be understood in two ways: first, that it is possible for any man to name any
thing with whatever name he likes; second, that names are given by the wise
man alone, and that he is the only one who has knowledge of the nature of
things and thus is in a position to give a name appropriate to this nature.
Now, according to Ammonius, the second sense of ‘by nature’ coincides with
the second sense of ‘by imposition’; for what has been imposed by the name-
giver, as being appropriate to the thing for which it stands, may be regarded
on the one hand as ‘by nature’, but on the other hand also as ‘by imposition’,
since it has been imposed by someone. And wefind exactly the same strategy

of reconciling Plato and Aristotle in Stephanus’ commentary ¢n De interp. 9.

7-10. 13).

" in De interp. 2. 12-21: "Eorw odv 70 dvopa gpwvy onuaivoved Ti vmokeluevov kal
adpupodov éxelvov Tuyxdvovoa - 0V kaTd pUow 8¢, A KaTa cuvdikny, NTol §éaw Kal
ok évavtiovTal 7o IINaTwre 6 B\boogos, kaTa iow Ta dvéuaTa \éyovTt, KaTd Oéow
0UT0s 81840k wY avTa - 6 pev IINGTwv, émel év T KoaTilw émioTiova Tov bvouaTodérny
edeyeL, e’zrw‘r'r]‘uévwg adTov KaTava'yKo'Léet KaL‘ Tals 6VO}LGTO@€G[&LS XQ?]GGOLL, doTe
nu,ua/ag ewat T’Y]S guvoewg KaL 8La TOUTO KATA (puow 7L01]0L Ta ovopwwa 0 Se d‘m\oaogoog
TOUTO ,uev oK (17TO7T€,LL7TETO.L €l xo1) Swautav avBoaaL O'O(pOLS SLBQUKGL 8¢, ws omold woT av
ein Ta ovopara é¢ €7TLVOLOLS‘ avvre@etueva ’Tv’yX(IVGL mw 3€ 70 4o emvotag avvreﬂev KllL
megaTwhey TV KaTh cuVdnKYY 0d TV KaTa QUow éoTiv 0Udev 0bv kKwAleL TO adTO Kal
lfaj'(‘x avv@ﬁ;\w)li /50&2 kaTa PUoWw Myew, mos Ao kal 6o ékdapfavopuévwy nuay Kal Ta
OVOpATA KOL TO, QT)UOLTA.
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Psellos does not have a different view on the subject; he, too, states that the
two ancient philosophers are in full agreement as to the understanding of the
nature of names. His argument, however, does not copy Ammonius’
reasoning in the way Stephanus does; that is to say, he does not make the
distinction of the two senses of ‘by nature’ and ‘by imposition’. He uses a
different method to reconcile Plato’s and Aristotle’s doctrines, a method
based on the observation that something is relative now to one thing and
now to another (mgos dAlo kat &Alo). Thus, Plato and Aristotle are in
perfect agreement, according to Psellos, for a name is ‘by nature’ (cara
@vow) relative to the nature of the thing it is a name of, or respectively to
the knowledge of this nature the wise person has, who actually gave it the
name; at the same time, though, a name is also ‘by imposition’ kara 8éaw),
or ‘by convention’ (katd cuvfnknv), relative to the conventional way of
thinking about the object, or the ordinary notion, ordinary people have of the
thing named, for instance a notion corresponding to the characteristic ap-
pearance of the thing named. This is, in fact, a method which Psellos uses
elsewhere in his paraphrasis, in order to avoid inconsistencies and contradic-
tions. For example, vocal sound is said to be both genus and matter, because
relative to the vocal sound of names and verbs it is their genus, whereas
relative to names and verbs it is their matter (n De interp. 2. 9—12); and the
number ten is said to be both more and less, because relative tofive it is more,
whereas relative to twenty it is less (n De interp. 8. 35-7)."

But it is important to note that even the method mpos dMo kai dAlo
certainly is not unknown to the ancient commentators. Ammonius, for
instance, uses it to discuss the cases in which there may be no contradiction
between an affirmation and its negation (in De interp. 85. 8); also, before him
Porphyry uses it to establish that something may be both a genus and a
species (in Cat. 83. 33), and after him Philoponus uses it to argue that logic
may be both an instrument and a part of philosophy @ An. pr. 8. 34). Thus,
Psellos does not invent a new method and does not argue for an original
thesis; on the contrary, we have here just a case in which a known strategy is
used to prove an already established thesis. However, even if we cannot say
that Psellos breaks new ground on the issue of bridging the gap between
Plato’s and Aristotle’s doctrines about names, there is at least no doubt that
he does not simply copy the surviving ancient commentaries.

An interesting addition to the ancient commentaries

At the beginning of the third part of his work on the De interpretatione (in De
interp. 17. 35-19. 18), Psellos discusses the passage in which Aristotle talks
about two sets of contradictory pairs of assertions (De interp. 19°19-30);
namely, the affirmation (A) ‘Man is just’ and its negation (B) ‘Man is not

73 See also, in De interp. 8. 37-9: ka dAo kai &Ao.



Psellos’ Paraphrasis on De interpretatione 175

just’, as well as the affirmation (E) ‘Man is not-just’ and its negation (F) ‘Man
is not not-just’. Following the tradition of the ancient commentators, and in
particular Ammonius (in De interp. 160. 33-165. 3), Psellos calls the assertion
(E) ‘Man is not-just’ an ‘affirmation by transposition’ (xardpacts éx
petabéoews), and the assertion (F) ‘Man is not not-just’ a ‘negation by
transposition’ (dmépacts éx peTabéoews). Also, both Ammonius and Psel-
los envisage a diagram with two columns; in the first column the simple
affirmation and the negation by transposition, for if thefirst holds the second
also holds, in the second column the simple negation and the dfirmation by
transposition, for if the second holds thefirst also does:”*

(A) Man is just. (B) Man is not just.

(F) Man is not not-just. (E) Man is not-just.

Furthermore, Ammonius and Psellos take here the opportunity to introduce
a third set of contradictory pairs of assertions, namely the dfirmation (C)
‘Man is unjust’ and its negation (D) ‘Man is not unjust’, which they both call
respectively a ‘privative affirmation’ (o7egn7ikn KaTdpaats) and a ‘priv-
ative negation’ (o7egnTik?) amoégaats). They even add them to the two
columns of the diagram; the privative negation in thefirst column between
the simple affirmation and the negation by transposition, and the privative
affirmation in the second column between the simple negation and the
affirmation by transposition:

(A) Man is just. (B) Man is not just.

(D) Man is not unjust.  (C) Man is unjust.

(F) Man is not not-just. (E) Man is not-just.

By constructing this diagram, Ammonius and Psellos aim to understand
better the way all these assertions are logically related. More specfically, they
aim to understand better the passage in Aristotle’s text which states that from
the four initial assertions the last two are related to the simple assertions in
the way privations are, while the other two are not”° Thus, in their attempt to
decode this obscure Aristotelian remark, which they both call a ‘riddle’
(aiviypa), Ammonius and Psellos claim that the first part of this difficult
passage suggests the following logical relation: assertions by transposition
stand in the same relation (7ov adTov Adyov) to simple assertions as do
privative assertions; in other words, F is logically related to A as D is, and
E is logically related to B as C is. As to the last part of Aristotle’s passage,
Ammonius and Psellos take it to mean that simple assertions do not stand in

7+ Tt is interesting to note that, on the basis of this diagram, Ammonius ¢n De interp. 161.
9-32) and Psellos (in De interp. 17. 48-18. 15) explain the use of the terms «ardpaocts éx
petTabéoews’ and ‘amopacts éx wetTafdéoews’; that is to say, the negation by transposition is
thus called, because it is placed in the diagram under the simple dfirmation, whereas the
affirmation by transposition is thus called, because it is placed in the diagram under the simple
negation. B

5 De interp. 19°23-4: cyv 76 pév 8o meds Ty karThpaow kal dmbpacw éfer kaTd TO
oTOWOUY WS al 6T TELS, TA 8€ §V0 0D.
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the same relation to assertions by transposition as do privative assertions; in
other words, A is not logically related to F as D is, and B is not logically
related to E as C is.

In what follows, both Ammonius and Psellos attempt to explain the
reasons which bring about these logical relations: negations by transposition
as well as privative negations are both of a greater extension €t wAéov)
than simple affirmations, and privative negations are of a greater extension
than negations by transposition; on the other hand, afirmations by trans-
position as well as privative affirmations are both of a lesser extension (€7’
élarTov) than simple negations, and privative negations are of a lesser
extension than negations by transposition. But what does it mean to say
that some assertions are of a greater or lesser extension than others? Ammo-
nius and Psellos clarify this as follows: the negation by transposition ‘X is not
not-just’ holds for the cases in which the simple afirmation ‘X is just’ holds,
but also in another case, namely the case in which X is not a man, like for
example in the case of a dog; and as to the privative negation ‘X is not unjust’,
it holds in the cases in which the simple affirmation holds, in the case in which
X is not a man, but also in the case in which a man is neither just nor unjust,
like for example in the case of a newborn child. Conversely, although the
simple negation ‘X is not just’ holds in the case of a man who is not just, in the
cases of X not being a man, and in the cases of a man being neither just nor
unjust, the affirmation by transposition ‘X is not-just’ holds only in thefirst
two of these cases; and as to the privative affirmation ‘X is unjust’, it holds
only in the first case.

All these remarks are found both in Ammonius’ commentary and in
Psellos’ paraphrasis; but there is a further clarfication in Psellos’ work, which
is not to be found elsewhere. For in order to make intuitively clear to his
students the logical relations among the various assertions, Psellos decides to
work out in detail the particular logistics of these relations. That is to say, he
gives number 1 to assertion (A), because it holds only in one case; number 2 to
assertion (F), because it holds in the same case as (A), plus the case in which X
is not a man; number 3 to assertion (D), because it holds in the same cases as
(F), plus the case in which a man is neither just nor unjust. Conversely, he
gives number 3 to assertion (B), number 2 to assertion (E), and number 1 to
assertion (C). Hence, he tries to justify Aristotle’s claim by pointing out that
(F) stands in the same way to (A) as (D), because 2 is more than 1 and 3 is
more than 1; also, (E) stands in the same way to (B) as (C), because 2 is less
than 3 and 1 is less than 3. Turning next to the second part of the Aristotelian
passage, he says that (A) does not stand to (F) as (D) does, because 1 is less
than 2 but 3 is more than 2; also, B does not stand to (E) as (C) does, because
3 is more than 2 but 1 is less than 2. To make these complicated relations
among such assertions more accessible to the student, he even gives particular
directions how to draw a more elaborated version of the diagram, containing
now all the relevant information.
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Psellos’ idea to simplify as much as possible the way of grasping the logical
relations among these different assertions is, in principle, helpful. Ammonius
also produces (in De interp. 162. 9-16), for the same reasons, an arithmetical
example; if the number of all beings is 1,000, he says, the simple dfirmation
holds in 400 cases, whereas the negation by transposition holds in 600 cases.
However, this is a rather crude and not particularly illuminating way of
representing the complicated relations between these assertions, especially if
we add privative assertions. Psellos” more elaborate attempt to illustrate in
arithmetical detail the logical relations among the various assertions was
certainly not the last one. For example, in Leo Magentinos’ commentary
(in De interp. 22. 7-8), we find a different version of the same project; in
particular, what Magentinos desperately tries to prove is that the arithmetical
ratios which represent the logical relations of the various assertions either are
exactly the same, or have something in common. Leaving aside the analysis of
this later work, it is still important in this context to point out that Magen-
tinos’ text makes little sense if it is studied in isolation from Psellos’ similar
Views.

A considerable diversion from the generally accepted views

Commenting on Aristotle’s phrase that ‘every’ ¢ras) does not signify the
universal but that it is taken universally,’® Psellos’ text differs from that of
the previous commentators in a significant point. Stephanus’ comments on
the subject,”” which closely follow the corresponding passage in Ammonius’
commentary (in De interp. 100. 30-101. 9), suggest that ‘every’ does not
indicate something universal; it rather indicates that the assertion about the
thing signified by the universal term ‘man’ is made universally, that is to say,
it is made about every item of which the universal term can be predicated.
Psellos, on the other hand, points out that ‘every’ indicates neither the
universal nature which is ‘before the many’ @med T@v moA@v), nor
the universal nature which is ‘in the many’ €v Tois molois), but every
individual.”®

S De interp. 17°11-12: 70 yao 7és o0 70 kafbrov O"Y]‘LLOLLVGL a)\)\ é7L Kaﬁo)\ov

Stephanus in De mtelp 28. 38-29. 8: e/\/\emws‘ ava TQ 7'779 (p@aaews eL@nTaL 7O
86 0/\01/ TOUTO éoTw 6 mas 7TQOO‘8LOQLO‘;,LOS‘ M6 OUBELS 3y cn,u,aweL [yaol K(190/\LK7’]V Twa
(pvow waweo av0ow7ros, A 'rnv ToLGvde GXEGLV myp,aLVEL TOU K(lT?’]’yOQOUp,EVOU m)og
70 U7TOK€LM€VOV OLOV 7as aV@ngros ,BaSLgeL év TOl)Tw on,uawa Hot TO wag on
kafblov 6vTos TOU Umokeluévov fryouy Tob dvlodmov TO Padilew mwaow Tois Vmo TOV
avlowmov odaw dTbdpots Hmhoxet. €07t Tolvuy TO GAov TOUTO BTL TO TAS 0V OMUAivEL Twa
kafodkny pUow ws 7O avlowos, GAX 6Tt kafblov dvTos TOU VTokeluévov onuaivel TO
KaT1yoQoUevOoY VThgyew ﬂdm Ton 1577'2) T(‘) l;7TOK€L/},L€VOV TEAOVOLY.

in De interp. 10. 19-27: 6 kaTd pev Tods H/\aTwVLKovg 013'7w vom—eov 67 09 Meomnv
ovcav L av@gwﬂ'os gowvnv 7TQOO'T€0€V 70 7Tas‘ Ka00/\ov e7rom70€v a)\)\a Ka00/\ov
Tvyxavovoav eanp,avev adTyy 87 kafblov kol fuas S ovrws 6T 00 XQ’? K(l’T(I TOV
IMéTwva TOV TaS 7TQOO'8LOQLO'MOV TOU SLwOLG,u,evov 7TOO'OU TUyXaVOVTa Kat éml 77/\1]00vg
)\e'youevov 7'7) TOV av@gwﬂ'ov 7T000‘(17TT€LV (8éq ™) éviala kal povadiky 77(»5‘ yao av
moboonpua mANIovs GNUAVTIKOY EVLKNY GNUAVEL PUOLW; So TADTA TOryagody TO mwas od
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But what does Psellos have in mind when he brings into the discussion the
distinction between a universal nature ‘before the many’ and ‘in the many’?
There is no doubt that the technical terminology in this passage refers to a
subject which was much discussed by Aristotle’s commentators both in
antiquity as well as in medieval times; namely, the problem of whether or
not universals exist independently of individuals. For after Porphyry’s well-
known presentation of the problem of universals (sag. 1. 9-14), every
commentator writing on his work discusses the same issue’® In particular,
Ammonius (in Porph. Isag. 39. 9-10) accepts all three kinds of universals,
namely the universals 790 7@v woA\@v, or what would later be called
universalia ante res, and are generally identified with the Platonic Ideas, the
universals €v Tois molAots, or universalia in rebus, which represent Aristotle’s
notion of the évvlov eldos, and the universals €t Tois woA\ois, Or universa-
lia post res, which are universal concepts acquired by our mind through
abstraction from the characteristics of the particulars.

It has been argued that Ammonius’ attempt to reconcile the views of the
ancient philosophers on the issue of universals is followed in Byzantium by
scholars like, for instance, Photios, John Italos, and Nikephoros Blem-
mydes.®® It is not my task, here, to comment on the extremely complicated
issue of universals in Byzantium, but I think it does not do justice to our
sources to claim that, in general, Byzantine scholars always accept the view
propounded by the Neoplatonic commentators. For it seems to me that
Psellos may provide us with a case in which a Byzantine scholar simply
does not follow the Neoplatonic doctrine on the problem of universals.
That is to say, the above passage from his paraphrasis implies that Psellos
does not believe in the universal nature wgo T@v moAA@v or in the universal
nature év Tois molois, but he claims that all there is are the individuals; in
other words, Psellos rejects here not only the Platonic Ideas, but also the
Aristotelian doctrine of immanent universals. However, in order to be sure of
fully comprehending Psellos’ own thesis, we would also need to closely
analyse his other works on the subject, and in particular his brief treatise
ITegl Tav (8edwv, as 6 I aTwv Aéyet (Phil. min. II, op. 33), in which he
adopts the view that universals are God’s thoughts. Is it then that Psellos
believes that, apart from God’s Ideas, there are no other universals but only
individuals? At this point, I should suspend judgement; the text in Psellos’
paraphrasis is very brief and is not supposed to be discussing the problem of
universals.

™Y Kkafbov cpvaw GKGLV‘Y]V an,uawet Y 77@0 TQV TOAWY, ana p.nv ovde 7'771/ ev TOlS
moMois, AN adTd Ta cvpm'owfa aTo,ua a kal avTa elkbTws KOﬂO)\OU )\E’)/OLT av TOLS‘
kabékaoTov magaBabueva - Sud TovTO TO TaS 0V plaw povadikny gUow Sniol, A& T4 D1
exelvmy Ty @low aroua.

" Elias, in Porph. Isag. 45. 26-7; David, in Porph. Isag. 113. 11-12; Olympiodorus, Prol. 19.
30-1.

80 Benakis (1978-9).
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Nevertheless, it becomes clear that Psellos objects in his paraphrasis
to what is regarded as the Aristotelian view, and maybe presents his own
understanding of the subject. That is to say, Psellos does not always
follow the ancient commentators in their attempt to bridge the gap between
the doctrines of the ancient philosophers, but he decides to distance him-
self from the work both of Plato and of Aristotle. In this respect, he is
not aiming to interpret the Aristotelian text; instead, he uses a particular
point in Aristotle’s work as an opportunity to hint at his own views on the
subject.

To conclude, this brief study of some of the features of Psellos’ work on
Aristotle’s De interpretatione gives us a taste of yet another phase in the long
tradition of commentaries on Aristotle’s logic, that of the Byzantine scholia.
Moreover, investigating the form and content of these late commentaries
helps us trace the general changes which the commentator’s art has under-
gone during a period of at least ten centuries. Early on, Alexander of Aphro-
disias takes a scholarly approach, since he writes for readers who are quite
knowledgeable about logical matters; he is interested in illuminating the
subtleties of the Aristotelian text, in responding to its critics, and in incorpor-
ating the further logical developments in order to present Aristotle’s logic as
the best logical system. Later on, Ammonius no doubt preserves the scholarly
approach, but being a Neoplatonist he often attempts to reconcile the Pla-
tonic and Aristotelian doctrines; this takes him some distance from Aristotle,
although it is still the Aristotelian text which he tries to interpret as closely as
possible. By the time Psellos composes his paraphrasis, however, there is
certainly a stress on the teaching purpose of commentaries, which greatly
influences their characteristics; most importantly, it seems that the distance
from the Aristotelian text becomes such that it does permit interpretations
which are no longer close to Aristotle’s views. It may be said, therefore, that
during this last phase the commentaries on Aristotle’s Organon are also used
as the place where Byzantine scholars present their own ideas, a practice
which later becomes more conspicuous in the Western tradition. And it is
exactly these ideas that deserve to be brought to light, by closely examining
the logical works of Psellos as well as of the other Byzantine commentators
on Aristotle’s logic.
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“To Every Argument there is a
Counter-Argument’: Theodore
Metochites’ Defence of
Scepticism (Semeiosis 61)

BORJE BYDEN

The ontological and epistemological framework of the cogitations set forth in
Theodore Metochites’ Semeioseis gnomikai (c.1326)" could be described as a
rough-hewn Platonist torso with a somewhat mismatched Christian head. On
the pattern of the simile of the Divided Line (in Plato’s Republic), spatio-
temporal things are conceived of as somehow flawed representations of the
entities of a higher order, which alone are really real and which alone can be
truly known. I do not propose to discuss here the ontological status ascribed
to these higher-order entities within this framework. What I wish to call
attention to is the fact that Metochites, in a number of chapters of the

This chapter was written and first presented in autumn and winter 1997. Since then a major study
of Sceptical and anti-Sceptical ideas in 14th-cent. Byzantium has appeared, by Demetracopoulos
(1999a), including a new critical edn. of Nicholas Kabasilas Chamaetos’On the Criterion. The

conclusions arrived at by Demetracopoulos are in pretty close agreement with those argued here
concerning most of those questions discussed in both places. Demetracopoulos’ work is, how-
ever, more extensive in bulk as well as in scope, and it contains detailed discussions of a good
many points which are only briefly touched upon here. I have added references to some of those
discussions in notes. I have also signalled one or two points of some importance where Deme-
tracopoulos and I seem to take divergent views. I would like to express my sincere thanks to those
who have read and commented on various drafts of this chapter: the Greek Seminar at Gaeborg

University in autumn 1997; Beata Agrell; Monika Asztalos; John Demetracopoulos; the an-
onymous reader of Oxford University Press; Karin Hult; Kimmo Javinen.

! Since the first (and so far only) printed edn., this work has commonly been referred to as the
Miscellanea philosophica et historica. There are, however, good indications that the author himself
entitled it Enpetcroets yvwudv or yvwuikal. See edn. by Agapitos et al. (1996: 21 n. 46).
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Semeioseis as well as in other works, emphasizes very strongly the epistemo-
logical distinction between the theories of natural philosophy, which, he
thinks, are always open to question, and the axioms and theorems of
the mathematical sciences, which, he thinks, are not. Metochites opted for
a fourfold division of theoretical philosophy, adding logic to the standard
Neoplatonic-Aristotelian scheme of natural philosophy, mathematics, and
theology or metaphysics? I cannot go into the reasons for the inclusion
of logic as a part of philosophy here, but I shall come back to the question
of how Metochites envisaged the relation between theology on the one
hand and the dichotomy of mathematics and natural philosophy on the
other.

The awareness of the imperfections of the material world which Meto-
chites” work reflects may be conspicuous for its depth; yet it is far from being
unique in medieval Greek thought? Nor is the pessimistic conclusion at
which Metochites arrives concerning our possibilities of ever really knowing
anything about the fleeting phenomena of that world. Whatis slightly out of
the ordinary is, however, that in chapters 29 (fos. 54-56" = 195-202 MK)
and 61 (fos. 110'-13" = 370-7 MK) of the Semeioseis gnomikai he connects
this broadly sceptical outlook with ancient Scepticism. This is the subject |
would like to discuss in the present chapter. Thefirst part of it will focus on
the relevant Metochites texts. In the second part I shall attempt to situate
these in their historical and intellectual context. Let us begin with a summary
of Semeiosis 61.*

The starting-point of this essay is an amplification of a sentence which was
probably known to Metochites from Gregory of Nazianzus’Carmina moralia
(10. 977; 33. 12), but which most of us, I think, would more easily recognize
as one of the ancient Sceptical ‘slogans’: to every argument another argument
is opposed.” Metochites affirms the truth of this sentence, and he suggests
that the Sceptical philosophers (in Metochites’ parlance: the ‘Ephectics’)

2 Stoicheiosis astronomike 1. 2, fo. 127 7wés 8¢, kal paara Xpbourmos kal of amd Tis
Zrods, kal TérapTov é’Tepov efBos 700 fewpnTiKod wpoaﬂﬁéam T /\oymév, o Tas
SeLTurAS ,u.e0o§ovs WOLKL)\as KaL anG'rpodmvg efeTaZEL K(u aVEUpLO'KEL Kal Texvox\oyﬂ,
0€wp777'ov ﬂ'awws vwoxemevov €XOV Kal CLUTO ws €l TL kol a/\/\o va OVTwV Kal 770/\/\7)s
xpnlov 7'775‘ épedvms K(u BLevaLvnaews‘, ws‘ dpa TolTO KA apTUpeTaL Ta Tro)\)\a TOU
ApioToTélovs Tept TovTOU ouvThyuaTa kal OeodpboTov kar Xpvolmmov kal TGV &mo
s XTods. € ydp Kal 6P‘)/(1VLK7\')V éxet 77‘71) Xpe[av, Kal 15777)peﬂf<1‘7v els Tas amdoas
Kaeaﬂ'af Oswpcag, GAX odv kal adTd Qewp TOV GO’TL kal éavTo, Kal 7'7)1/ TS ¢L)\oco¢tas‘
kabblov mepl whvTa ol payo vy els €avTd odv Tols dAots dvaykaler kal épékeTa.

3 Metochites himself admits that his views on these matters are commonplace: Eth. 10, 84.
5-15 P. Cf. below, n. 55.

4 The text of Sem. 61 is edited as an appendix to this chapter. In the summary, numbers in
brackets refer to lines of this edn.

5 Cf. Sextus Empiricus, PH 1. 202-5; Diogenes Laertius 9. 74-6. The relative fame of this
‘slogan’, as well as such ones as ‘we determine nothing’ and ‘nothing more’, even in Byzantine
times, can be gauged from the fact that they are entered and explained in theSuda (s.v. 008év
waov (3: 578. 9-29 A)).
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should therefore not be dismissed as mere controversialists but deserve
serious attention (1-13). In fact, he says, the Sceptics often have a valid
point,

and many things are indeed of such a nature as to be ambiguous and to leave room for
contrary opinions and arguments, so that [people] of course also debate [them]
vehemently; and to be wholly convinced, or indeed to disbelieve both [opinions], is
not easy, but whichever one embraces, it is again possible to feel worries about the
[arguments] on the other side, and to waver and be at a loss. The absence of corfidence
and certitude is great on these subjects, a condition of ignorance and non-apprehen-
sion prevailing of necessity. (13-21)

Metochites then goes on to add credentials on the Sceptics’ behalf. Appar-
ently, he says, no less respectable a philosopher than Plato laid the founda-
tions of their non-apprehension doctrine, namely, in those dialogues in which
a series of propositions are reviewed and demonstrated false. The only
conclusion ever reached in them is indeed the Sceptical view that there is no
irrefutable opinion among men (22-42). Similarly Socrates, who introduced
Plato to philosophy, spent his whole life convicting those who were held
in esteem on account of their knowledge of really having no knowledge at
all (least of all of the fact that they did not). All his dforts were directed
towards revealing ignorance, on the assumption that the value of what
men regard as knowledge is only apparent (43-58). This, Metochites explains,
was the source of Scepticism and a sort of preparation for the universal
war which the Sceptics have since waged against all human claims to know-
ledge and all sorts of doctrines. In many people’s view their struggle has
been successful, and many have espoused their cause, even up to the present
moment, seeing that nothing is stable in being or in knowledge and that
every kind of philosophical enquiry tends to fall into severe dfficulties
(59-73).

The sole exception, Metochites continues, is the knowledge of God and
things divine, obtained through inspiration from above. It cannot be
obtained through deduction, for even on theological matters conclusions
drawn in this manner are vulnerable, and theologians are often seen to
dispute over dogmas arrived at by means of demonstration. Only revela-
tion stands the test (73-86). In contrast, all human views on matters
pertaining to natural philosophy, ethics, and arts can be and are in fact
often and with reason contradicted. Thus philosophers contradict each
other as well as themselves. So do doctors and orators of every kind, and,
on the whole, practitioners of every art, albeit more seldom the greater
the mechanical component of the art (87-117). In sum, Metochites con-
cludes, there are few things in the world that do not give rise to much
uncertainty and doubt and that do not give occasion to a sceptical atti-
tude, that is, to arguing on both sides and asserting universal ignorance
(118-23).
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So far Semeiosis 61. The issues I wish to discuss in this part of the chapter are
the following. First, what view on knowledge and being is Metochites here
referring to as “‘Scepticism’? Second, Metochites seems to think that this view
is justified within certain theoretical domains. Which ones and why these?
Thirdly I will touch on the question of Metochites’ sources. These three
questions open out into the wider one to which the second part of the chapter
will be devoted, namely, that of the historical and intellectual context into
which Metochites” account of Scepticism should befitted.®

To begin, then, with the nature of the view that Metochites calls Scepti-
cism, it is evident that he does not maintain a clear-cut distinction, such as
a Sceptic of Sextus Empiricus’ stamp would insist on, between Scepticism in
a strict and proper sense and a position better characterized as negative
dogmatism. Strict Scepticism according to Sextus (PH 1. 1-14) means with-
holding assent to any philosophical opinion, whether positive or negative,
including the view that nothing can be known. Metochites rather seems to
connect the ancient Sceptics with the view that the nature of things is such as
not to allow statements or beliefs about them to be true or false. He also
seems to some extent willing to espouse this view himself. Following R. J.
Hankinson (1995: 13-17), we may label it ‘negative ontological dogmatism’.
This being equivalent to the denial of one or both of the laws of non-
contradiction and the excluded middle, the label is applicable (for more or
less restricted domains) to philosophers like Heraclitus, Anaxagoras, Prota-
goras, and others.” On balance, the conflicting evidence seems to bespeak
some such position also for Pyrrho (although caution is called for), who was
in that case not a Sceptic in the Sextan strict and proper sense® Granted that
(factual) knowledge is some kind of true belief, ‘negative epistemological
dogmatism’ (the view that knowledge is not possible) is a trivial consequence
of negative ontological dogmatism. On the other hand, negative epistemo-
logical dogmatism does not entail negative ontological dogmatism (unless we
also assume a global principle of realism)’ Thus, the Academic Sceptics, as
opposed to Pyrrho himself as well as to the later Pyrrhonists, apparently
would not rule out the possibility that some statements about the world might
be true and others false (‘ontological scepticism’)!® but if we should trust

6 There is now a discussion of Sem. 61 and its context resting on a set of presuppositions that
differs from mine in Tambrun-Krasker (1998: 287-9).

7 At least if we take Aristotle’s testimonies in Met. 4. 4-8, 1012*24-6 (Heraclitus); 1012*26-8;
1007°25-1008%2 (Anaxagoras); 1007°18-25; 1009°6—15 (Protagoras), at face value.

8 According to Timo according to Aristoclesapud Eusebium (Praep. evan. 14. 18. 3), Pyrrho
argued ‘realistically’ (see below) from a ‘negative dogmatist’ thesis about the nature of things to
the conclusion that we should suspend judgement on them (the wordéméyew or cognates do not
occur). See the discussion of this vexed passage in Bett (1994: 141-3, 166-70).

° Tunderstand by ‘global realism’ in this context the ideal view that any given type of mental/
intentional state (e.g. sight, knowledge, ignorance) depends ontologically on a corresponding
type of independent object (visible, knowable, unknowable).

1950 Hankinson (1995: 16), who gives no reference, but may be thinking of Cicero,Acad. 2.
73: ‘nos, qui veri esse aliquid non negamus, percipi posse negamus’.



Metochites’ Defence of Scepticism 187

Sextus Empiricus they stuck to the dogmatic view that we can never know for
certain which is which."!

Negative dogmatism involves self-referential paradoxes; Scepticism in the
strict and proper sense does not. This point was underlined by Aeneside-
mus,'? the Academic defector'® and founder of the Pyrrhonist movement, on
behalf of which Sextus later applied the Scepticism—dogmatism distinction
against a number of competing philosophers. Some of our other evidence for
the epistemology of the New Academy (e.g. Cicero, Acad. 1. 45, 2. 7, 28) is,
however, difficult to square with Sextus’ allegations of negative dogmatism,
and the incredulous reader might indeed, as Gisela Striker notes, ‘be inclined
to think that the Pyrrhonists’ attempt at demarcating themselves was more a
matter of school politics than of differences in content’ (1996: 136). However
that may be, the two schools sometimes seem to have been lumped together
under one heading in non-Sceptical writers of late antiquity: Hippolytus of
Rome even thinks fit to make Pyrrho the founder of the Academic school
(Ref. 1. 23). These writers (among whom I reckon some Neoplatonic com-
mentators on Aristotle to which I shall return below) also tend to ignore the
consistency claims of Pyrrhonists and (as described by Cicero) Academics
alike, with the result that the Sceptics’ position is normally described in terms
of negative dogmatism (and so refuted as self-contradictory). It may be useful
to bear this in mind later as we enquire into the sources for Metochites’
account.

I shall call arguments for epistemological positions from premisses bearing
on the nature of things rather than on the nature of human knowledge itself
‘realistic’ arguments.'* That Metochites understood ancient Scepticism as
negative dogmatism founded first and foremost on such ‘realistic’ arguments
is well brought out, for example, in a passage of Semeiosis 29 (fo. 55" = 197
MK), where he expresses his approval of the idea (which he ascribes to both
the Sceptics and Heraclitus) that it is possible to hold contrary opinions of the
same subject. The universal disagreement on all things human, he explains,
might be due in part to the fact that we ourselves are fickle by nature and
flowing in our assumptions’, but the chief and principal reason is that the
objects that we judge are open to different views, being indeterminate by
nature. In sum, then, I would submit that the version of ‘scepticism’ discussed
and defended by Metochites in these texts amounts to the negative dogmatist
view that there exist things the nature of which is indeterminate as regards
truth and falsity, and of which knowledge is for that reason impossible.

"' PH 1.3; 1. 226; cf. Aulus Gellius, Noct. Att. 11.5. 8.

12 1n Photios, Bibl. 212, 170*22-38; cf. Sextus Empiricus, PH 1. 14-15; 1. 226.

13 Assuming the traditional interpretation of Photios, Bibl. 212, 169°33 (challenged by De-
cleva Caizzi 1992) to be correct. Cf. Demetracopoulos (199%: 360-2).

14 The ‘global realist’ (see n. 9 above) arguing for an epistemological position will be referred
exclusively to arguments from ontological premisses; but ‘partial realists’ and ‘non-realists’ may
also avail themselves of such arguments. Such arguments, then, are ‘realistic’ not in the sense that
they presuppose ‘realism’ but in the sense that they will most typically be used by a ‘realist’.



188 Borje Bydén

What kind of things? It is clear from numerous passages in which Metochites
alludes to the state of flux prevailing in the realms of natural phenomena and
human affairs that the domain over which he extends his scepticism (as I will
continue to call it for convenience) includes what a modern philosopher
describes as ‘[flactual knowledge relating to descriptive information
regarding the contents of the natural universe and their modes of operation
(specifically including man and his works)’!> So far an orthodox Platonist
might well agree with our Byzantine sceptic. But the Platonist would of
course proceed to establish the possibility of knowledge through the intro-
duction of intelligible Forms. Metochites, on the other hand, gives no hint in
those texts in which ancient Scepticism is defended (Sem. 61 and 29) that
there might be some other theoretical domain in which wecan attain know-
ledge (at least not by our own efforts: I shall come back shortly to the special
case of theology). This is all the more surprising since, as I said at the
beginning, the epistemological contrast of natural philosophy and mathemat-
ics is a standing theme throughout the Semeioseis gnomikai. Chapters 22 and
23 are wholly given over to a comparison of the two branches of knowledge,
in which it is maintained that while the principles of natural philosophy leave
ample room for divergent views there are in fact no disagreements on math-
ematical subjects. There is no other reason for this, says Metochites,

than the stability and simplicity of the things that form the subject-matter of this
enquiry. For concerning that which is one and always the same and never changing in
any way whatsoever . . . the correct apprehension too is altogether the same and not in
the least of such a nature as to be ambiguous, as is the case with things in the realm of
Nature and Becoming, which are ever flowing and changing into the opposite and at
the same time force the accounts of them to change with them, and make possible
opposite views about them. This, however, is not the case with the objects of the
science of mathematics . . . (Sem. 22, fo. 44 = 161-2 MK).!®

In Semeiosis 61, mathematics is left out of account. Why? The simplest
answer seems to be to refer to rhetorical common sense. Assuming that
Metochites’ principal aim is to drive home the thesis stated in the chapter
heading (“The views of the Sceptics seem not to be wholly unreasonable’),
why should he even bother to enter into the differentiation between the

15 Rescher (1980: 1).

16 Cf. Sem. 7, fo. 14 = 161-2 MK; Stoicheiosis astronomike 1. 2, fo. 12" 76 8¢ fewpnrircov
ﬁﬂ'o&aLps[TaL els e T4 vwThdTw KaL‘ mp@rTa KaTd ¢>150LV, paMov ¢ ﬁwe‘p pow KaL‘ feia,
els av‘ro 87)/\(187] 70 060/\0')/LKOV Kkal €ls Ta TOUT(JJV 657]5‘, a Kkal avTa Sux7) TE;,LVETOLL els 7e Ta
p,era ™s vz\v]s 7Tp(,()TOV opa)p,eva Xﬂpa’ywyovm']g 8¢ at oﬁnaewg els TOUS EWLAoyLUMovs‘ Kal
Ta O'U[JJTEP(IO'[J,(IT(I T”f}s‘ BLavotas‘, elta kat avrnv 877 T”I}V BLavotav TS UAns aworqwoueva
kal éleviepovpeva kal ywpilbpeva apbapTd mws kal del WoavTws éxovTa kal pévovta TOV
TpéTOV TOUTOV T1) Sravoia kal Tols katT avTYY évTods kpiTnplots kKal Tauelots dpeTdByTa,
wall & ovgrovTaL €ld SvTws EmoTYTA oV Kai SevTepay eidnxOTA TAEW, pueTa T TpOTA
Kal vrep eﬂ'Lchmu]V OV’T(I KaL Stavotay amAG K(u &ovbyioTa kal ,u.ovov vonTa feia, a 877
Sem'epa €L51] Kcu KATA KaLpOV ef azj)mpeaewg ova TWS KLI/\OUG'LV ol ,ua()'rmankm, ér 86
Kal €ls T4 kaTd $pvow BLOLKov,ueva Kou },LGTa TS w\”f)s axpiora alel kal péovra kal
peTapdMovta 8tblov kal Do yéveow dvra kal $hopdv.
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realms of opinion and science, which would only complicate things and place
restrictions on the thesis? If this explanation is right, that is, if mathematics is
left out of Sem. 61 for purely rhetorical reasons, then it seems that, apart from
the fact that the ancient Sceptics are mentioned, Metochites’ defence of
Scepticism really comes down to a restatement of one of the basic assump-
tions of his standard Christian Platonism (what we might label its ‘Heracli-
tean element’). The crux of the matter is then what made Metochites associate
this specifically with the Sceptics.

Theology, now that’s another thing. It could well be argued that the
reservations that Metochites expresses on this point should be seen as the
kind of clarifications called for in order to prevent his defence of Scepticism
from becoming an offence against Orthodoxy. In contrast to the case of
mathematics, then, the argument would go, he could not have left that out
even if he had wanted to. The question as to the relation between Metochites’
scepticism and his views on theology is undoubtedly one of particular con-
cern. As is well known, the revival of interest in ancient Scepticism in the
Renaissance was to a large extent bound up with the attempts of Catholic
thinkers like Erasmus and Montaigne to meet the challenge of Reformation
with more or less well-reasoned versions of Sceptical Fideism!” The classic
Sceptical approach to religion is the one delineated by Sextus Empiricus. The
premisses are that there is a multitude of different views on the gods and that
there is no criterion by which we are enabled to choose between them. The
practical conclusion is, in Sextus’ words, to ‘follow without doctrinal belief
the common course of life and...say that there are gods, and. .. reverence
gods and ascribe to them foreknowledge’!® This approach is sometimes
referred to as ‘Conformist Fideism’”

Does Metochites share it? He does point out that there are divergent views
on theological questions too. But the conclusion he draws is not that we
should refrain from doctrinal belief. The reason is not too hard to guess. In
this domain, we must assume, we have to do with Truthpar excellence. And
truth is essentially one and simple (cf. Sem. 61. 103-4). Within the realm of
divinities, therefore, it is not the indeterminate nature of the entities them-
selves which gives rise to different views: the root of the differentiation must
lie in the nature of the beholders® So the ‘realistic’ argument pattern must
be abandoned. Inasmuch, then, as (@) Metochites’ negative epistemological
dogmatism depends on the ontological premiss that the relevant objects are in
themselves indeterminate as to truth and falsity, and ¢) divine objects are not

7 The subject of Scepticism and Fideism is extensively treated in Penelhum (1983, 1983b).

18 PH 3.2 (tr. Mates 1996: 173).

19 The term is introduced by Penelhum (1983: 15).

20 Metochites elsewhere describes the objects of theology as ‘simple and non-deducible and
only intelligible, above scientific knowledge and discursive thought’ (Stoicheiosis astronomike 1.
2, fo. 12" 1o mpdTa kal vmep émoTHuny ovTa Kal Stdvolay AmAd Kal AGVANGYLOTA KAl
wbvov vonTa fela; see above, n. 16, for context).
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indeterminate as to truth and falsity, it follows that ) theology falls outside
the scope of Metochites’ negative epistemological dogmatism. Factual know-
ledge of God and his workings is accessible to whomever so wishes, embodied
in Holy Writ and in the writings of the Fathers. At the same time, it is clear
that Metochites does embrace a form of Fideism, in the sense that he discards
the possibility of establishing theological truths by scientfic proof (in this

respect he seems to come quite close to the positions adopted later, in the
Hesychast debate, by Barlaam of Calabria and Nikephoros Gregoras)?!

Scientific knowledge of God’s nature (the ‘what’ and the ‘wherefore’) is not
to be sought: the truth about God and his workings and the certitude that
comes with the apprehension of that truth are not attainable except through
divine revelation. Something along those lines, I think, must be Metochites’
position. I also take it to be fairly normal in Orthodox Christianity?

Turning now to the sources for Metochites’ knowledge of ancient Scepticism,
I should state to begin with that I cannot find anything in his account that
could only derive from the single self-declared Sceptical source surviving in
Greek, in the fourteenth century as in the twentyfirst, namely, Sextus Em-
piricus.> Moreover, Metochites keeps silent on a number of features of
Scepticism emphasized in Sextus (such as the ethical goal and the dissociation
from negative dogmatism), and he subscribes to a view opposed to that of
Sextus concerning the relatedness of Plato and the Sceptics (and we might
add Heraclitus and the Sceptics)>* Considering the fact that only one of the
Greek Sextus MSS surviving today dates from before Metochites’ death
(Laur. gr. 85, 19: see below, n. 64), the chances are, I conclude, that Meto-
chites had not read Sextus. Nor have I found any clear indications of his

2! Tt is, Metochites implies, here and elsewhere, the reliance on discursive thought which is to
blame for heterodoxy. Cf. Eth. 7, 70. 18-72. 15 P; Stoicheiosis astronomike 1.2, fo. 12: 76 pev
feodoyikdv Tois mhdar TV ‘EMfvwy $ulocdpois €k TAV olkofev aivTols Moytopudv
omovdactév, kal wiy éx mpodppewv kal Béoewv évféwr, ws elmelv, Kal TO TePUKOS Kal
mpocfkov éxovowr—i) kal weTa mpodMppewy {ows kal §écewr €oTw ofs dAMoTpLwTaTwWY
kal mavTdmaocw dmofevwudvwy Tov Sikalwy Ths Oelas pioews—, evéleykTdy oL kAT
avTovs kal SHlov ATevkTolv kabdmaé Tois ye 81 owpoot kal volv éxovoL ToL
ﬂpOTE@GLMéVOU okomob. Nuiv 56‘ Tols am adTod ToU Ocod Kau Hefwv &VchZ)V 8 aﬁToﬁ Kal
Ti)s € avTod ¢w7avyaag Kal erru\a;u/:ewg Mva*raywynﬁevrwv Kal Te)\eaﬁevrwv ’T(l He[a
3L3ax0€LO'L Kal 5La8€§a,uevmg Tag 7T6pL TOV Oelwv aaq&a/\ag kafbdlov ﬂpras apxas Kal
vwo@eaetg T€ Kal TPoXeLs 0 ;,LOVOV GO’TLV éxellev émeld ova paBst TE a;ux Kol aﬂ)\avws‘
EWLTvaavew 7")’)§ Geoz\oymng Uodnag Kal Oewpuxg, a)\)\a Kal Gkwdtvws €b pda ws 6 ye
cmoq-vyxavsw év Tois TOLOUTOLS, Kal s a/\nf)etas Kal TQV dvTwy EkToma Kal dpovely Kal
Tlfectar kal \yew, ﬂpayua TavTwv émukwdvvdTaTov.

22 1t should be noted in this connection that the equipollence slogan which provides the
starting-point of Semeiosis 61 was used by Gregory of Nazianzus with precisely the application
of discursive thought to theological problems in mind: ‘Reasoning is of little avail for the
knowledge of God: for every argument is opposed by an argument’ (Carm. mor. 10. 976-7).

3 Metochites’ description of the Sceptics’ attitude in thefinal clause of the chapter bears some
superficial resemblance to PH 1. 8, but certainly not enough to warrant any conclusions about
his dependence on it.

4 Sextus vigorously repudiates the philosophy of Plato inPH 1. 221-5, and that of Heraclitus
in PH 1. 210-12.
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having been familiar with the Life of Pyrrho by Diogenes Laertius (9. 61-108)
or the summary of Aenesidemus’ Pyrrhonian Discourses in Photios’ Bib-
liotheca.

The loci classici for discussions of the epistemological implications of
negative ontological dogmatism are in Plato’s Theaetetus and Aristotle’s
Metaphysics 4. These discussions are brought into the context of Scepticism
in some of the Neoplatonic prolegomena to Aristotle. Thefirst of ten ques-
tions addressed in the introductions to the Neoplatonic commentaries on the
Categories has to do with the different principles on which the different
philosophical schools have been named, among them the Ephectics, who
are said to derive their name from the way they have of judging things (or
rather of not judging things: epechein).”> Some commentators avail them-
selves of the chance to refute the Sceptical ‘non-apprehension’ slogan (Sextus
Empiricus, PH 1. 200) with a two-part argument claimed to originate from
Plato (it is found also in Aristocles, apud Eusebium, Praep. evan. 14. 18. 11.
4-5 and 12. 5-7, and variants of it recur here and there in Sextus Empiri-
cus);* a couple of them also indulge in a few crumbs of doxography?’

The refutation of the non-apprehension slogan ascribed to Plato turns, for
its first part, on a self-referential paradox: if the Sceptic claims to know that
nothing can be known, he must admit that there is knowledge?® On the other
hand (this is the second part), if he does not claim to know it, why should we
believe it?*’ The argument for non-apprehension ascribed by Ammonius and
Olympiodorus to the Sceptics runs as follows. Apprehension implies corres-
pondence between the knower and the known. Correspondence between the
knower and the known implies that either the known is not changing or

the knower is able to adapt to the known when the known is changing. But

2 4mrd Tob Tpdmov Tis év T $rhocodelv Siaxploews, Ammonius, in Cat. 2. 8-9; cf.
Olympiodorus, Proleg. 3. 30-2; Philoponus, in Cat. 2. 3-4; Simplicius, in Cat. 4. 4-5; Elias
[?David], in Cat. 109. 24. Cf. [Herennius], in Met. 518.9 M: 4o 100 Tpbmov T7)s Staréfews.

26 Sextus Empiricus, PH 1. 122; 2. 85; 185; M 7. 440; 8. 463-5.

27 Ammonius, in Cat. 2. 17-3. 8; Olympiodorus, Proleg. 4. 20-5. 6. The argument for non-
apprehension also appears as one of four arguments against the existence of philosophy reported
and refuted by David, Proleg. 3. 32-4. 35; those who ‘attempt to refute the existence of philoso-
phy’ are identified at 8. 25 as ‘the Pyrrhonians,” and refuted over again with the ‘Platonic
peritrope’ (see n. 28). I am grateful to Prof. D. J. O’Meara for the reference to David.

28 As Elias [?David] suggests (in Car. 109. 32), this argument, which is relevant only to a
negative dogmatist position on knowledge, probably derives from theperitrope against Prota-
goras in Plato’s Theaetetus (170 A-171 ¢). The latter, as one may recall, is as follows: (1) If it seems
to someone that p, then p (= Socrates’ interpretation of Protagoras’ thesis). (2) It seems to
someone that it is not the case that (1). .". It is not the case that (1). Like the first part of
Aristocles’ and the Neoplatonists’ argument against the Sceptics, then, this is a semantic
paradox.

2 This part of the argument, which seems to be designed to take the edge df ‘strict’ Pyrrho-
nian Scepticism, is not a semantic paradox: (1) No statement is known to be true. (2) (1) is a
statement. .". (1) is not known to be true. (1) may well be true without being known to be true.
The point is rather that if (1) is not known to be true it cannot be asserted with good reason, and
therefore does not deserve to be taken seriously (needless to say, from the Sceptic’s own
viewpoint this is irrelevant, since no Pyrrhonian Sceptic would ever hope to attain more than
an equipollence of reasons pro and contra any statement).
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the known is constantly changing and the knower is unable to follow it.
Therefore there can be no apprehension. To this Ammonius and Olympio-
dorus reply that while it is true that everything is influx, as Heraclitus and
Cratylus agreed, it is not the case that the human soul is unable to move along
with it.*° Plato has proved, Ammonius avers, that the souls of good people
are more than capable of keeping in pace with the changes of things: they
anticipate them. The Neoplatonists’ disapproval of the assumption that the
subject of knowledge is somehow destined to be outrun by the object is not to
be found in Metochites. But the ‘realistic’ argument (see above) ascribed to
the Sceptics in these introductions and the language in which it is couched do
have much in common with Metochites’ account.!

So I am convinced that one or other of the commentators has had an
influence on the latter. But there are elements in it that do not originate from
these texts. Metochites’ favourable attitude is one such element. As Ilsetraut
Hadot notes (Simplicius, Commentaire, tr. 1990: 60), the Sceptics have a
rougher handling than all other philosophical schools in these introductions,
including the Epicureans and the Cynics. Indeed most ancient Greek authors
commenting on Scepticism are hostile** But I am thinking in particular of
the connection made between Scepticism and the Socratic dialogues of Plato.
This connection may at first sight seem fairly commonplace. The notion that
Plato was involved in Scepticism was obviously taken seriously enough in late
antiquity to provoke response from Platonists and Sceptics alike: thus Elias
[?David] (in Cat. 110. 12-30) refutes an argument to that conclusion from the
use of adverbs and phrases signalling doubt or hesitation In the anonym-
ous sixth-century Prolegomena to the Philosophy of Plato this argument as
well as another four to the same conclusion are rehearsed and refuted (10.
1-11. 25). One of these arguments is indeed the proposition, appearing also in
Sem. 61.29-31, that Plato is arguing on both sides of the question in some of
his dialogues. Unlike Metochites, however, the anonymous prolegomenist
concludes that Plato always opts for the true opinion in the end. Similarly

30 David only concedes that particulars are in flux, while philosophy, of course, is all about
universals (Proleg. 4. 21-4). He also does not mention Heraclitus and Cratylus in this context.

31 Similarly, in Hippolytus, Ref. 1. 23, the Academic or Pyrrhonian philosophers are said to
have introduced non-apprehension of all things, on the ground that neither among intelligibles
nor among sensibles is there anything true: ‘for the whole of being [they say] isflowing and
changing and never remaining in the same place’ (8-10 M).

32 This goes for Numenius and Aristocles apud Eusebium (Praep. evan. 14. 5-9; 17-21), for
Epictetus (1. 5, 1. 27, 2. 20), for Galen, De optima doctrina, for the Stoic fragment preserved in
Clement of Alexandria (Strom. 8. 5. 15. 2-16. 3 = SVFii. 121), as well as for a number of less
important testimonia (such as Hermias 15; Agathias 2. 29, 78. 6-79. 30 K). The three exceptions
are Sextus Empiricus, Diogenes Laertius (who takes an impartial attitude even if he was not a
Sceptic himself)), and Plutarch, notably in his Adversus Colotem.

33 'We may for our present purposes disregard the anonymous Middle Platonic commentary
on the Theaetetus (CPF 3. 9) partially surviving in a papyrus fragment (PBerol inv. 9782)
discovered in 1901, although the discussion in it of the claim that ‘Plato was an Academic’ is
probably historically related to that of the 6th-cent. Neoplatonic prolegomenist. On the whole
question of ‘Plato Scepticus’, see Annas (1992).
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Sextus Empiricus attempts to show ‘in opposition to Menodotus and Aene-
sidemus™* that the man who wrote the Socratic dialogues was not an ‘apore-
tic’ but a dogmatist (PH 1. 221-2).

The long and the short of it is that there are no surviving ancient Greek
sources (pro- or anti-Sceptical) who endorse the view that Plato was a Sceptic
(although Diogenes Laertius admits that ‘he passes judgement on the things
that he apprehends and refutes what is false, but he suspends judgement on
the things that are unclear’, 3. 52)3° Nor are there ones holding Plato respon-
sible for the views of the New Academy (although Numenius suggests that
Plato’s mode of presentation, ‘inbetween the plain and the concealed’, was at
the root of the later disagreements over his doctrines: in Eusebius, Praep.
evan. 14.5.7. 1-8).2° Furthermore, the extant Greek evidence for the fact that
the Academic Sceptics claimed Platonic provenance for their views is rather
less substantial than one might expect. The most explicit source is Plutarch,
and even he does not impute the claim directly to the Academics themselves:
‘So far was Arcesilaus from cherishing any reputation for novelty or laying
claim to any ancient doctrine as his own, that the sophists of the day accused
him of foisting his own views about the suspension of judgement and the
impossibility of infallible apprehension on Socrates, Plato, Parmenides, and
Heraclitus’?” In addition, the so-called Lamprias catalogue of Plutarch’s
works contains one item (63) ‘On the Academy Being One since Plato’, which

3 Or, if Natorp’s emendation is preferred to that of the standard text, ‘in accordance with
Menodotus and Aenesidemus’.

35 Cf. also 9. 71-2, where Plato, Homer, the Seven Sages, Archilochus, Euripides, Xenopha-
nes, Zeno of Elea, Democritus, Empedocles, Heraclitus, and Hippocrates are all mentioned as
being according to some people Scepticsavant la lettre.

36 To be sure, the Homeric travesty of Aristo of Chius describing Arcesilaus as ‘Plato in front,
Pyrrho in back, and Diodorus in the middle’ is repeated in both Sextus PH 1. 234), Diogenes
Laertius (4. 33), and Numenius (in Eusebius, Praep. evan. 14. 5. 13). None of them, however,
interprets it as meaning that the Scepticism of the New Academy derived from Plato, or even that
Arcesilaus claimed that it did. Numenius sees in Arcesilaus the instigator of what he condemns as
the ‘secession of the Academy from the doctrines of Plato’, and takes the ‘Plato in front’ of
Aristo’s verse as referring to the fact that Arcesilaus ‘adorned some nonsensical babble with the
stylistic Forcefulness (Set677s) of Plato’ (Eusebius, Praep. evan. 14. 5. 14). Sextus construes the
same verse as suggesting that Arcesilaus was a Platonist (as Sextus understands the term: i.e. a
dogmatist) in disguise (PH 1. 234). Diogenes Laertius makes no other inferences from Aristo’s
verse than the rather bland one that ‘he seems to have admired Plato and possessed his books’ (4.
32). (Contrast the interpretation of modern scholars, e.g. Glucker 1978: 35-6: [The teachings of
Arecesilaus] were officially expounded as Platonic; they appeared to Aristo to be identical with
those of Pyrrho; while their central core consisted of dialectical arguments learnt at the school of
Megara. Thus we find that... Arcesilaus himself did lay a claim to being a Platonistfirst and
foremost.”) Besides that, Diogenes, too, states that Arcesilaus ‘was thefirst to change the doctrine
received from Plato and to make it more eristic through questions and answers’ (4. 28). Note also
the bewildering account in Socrates Scholasticus (PG 67. 297c-300A = 2. 35. 7-9, 150. 20-151. 2
H): ‘For because of the sophists, who were then mocking philosophy, [Aristotle] wrote this [i.e.
the Categories] as an exercise for the young, setting dialectic against the sophists with the help of
sophisms. Now the ephectic philosophers, who expound the [doctrines] of Plato and Plotinus,
refute the crafty (texvicds) statements of Aristotle. But Aetius had not had an ephectic teacher
and abided in the sophisms of the Categories.’

37 Adv. Col. 1121711224, tr. Einarson and De Lacy.
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probably indicates that Plutarch subscribed to Philo of Larissa’s view of the
history of the Academy as marked by continuity. The Lamprias catalogue
may have been available to Metochites in Marc. gr. 48138

The idea that the Scepticism of Arcesilaus’ Academy was inherited from
Socrates and Plato is so familiar to us because it is brought up time and again
by Philo’s Roman sympathizer, Cicero® Strange to say, Metochites’ account
of the origins of Scepticism bears closer resemblance to some of Cicero’s
statements on the issue than to any Greek sources that I have been able to
trace. There is of course a difference in that Metochites does not suggest (as
Cicero did in his Academica) that Plato was a Sceptic through and through:
his general idea of the latter’s philosophical constitution seems to be that
he combined Socratic and Pythagorean elements, much like Numenius and
Proclus thought.** Metochites’ rather more modest venture in Sem. 61 is, as
we have seen, to point to the aporetic character of some of Plato’s dialogues
and assert as a historical fact that the Sceptics drew inspiration from these
texts. He also connects these traits in Plato with the iffluence of Socratic
elenchos. Well, even if they have no strict parallels in the surviving ancient
Greek literature, these ideas can of course be said to be quite reasonable. No
doubt Metochites was widely read in Plato’s and, which is perhaps no less
important in this connection, in Xenophon’s Socratic writings*' It should by
no means be excluded that he was himself capable of perceiving (perhaps even
of exaggerating) the similarities between Socratic dialectic and the methods
of the Sceptics. Still it is hard to rid oneself of the supposition that the idea of
a historical doctrinal link between Socrates, Plato, and the New Academy
must have come to him from somewhere.

Cicero is, however, a highly doubtful source. It is most unlikely that
Metochites knew enough Latin to read the originals** The one Ciceronian
work that we may presume him to have studied is the Somnium Scipionis,
which was translated along with Macrobius’ commentary by Maximos Pla-

38 On the Marcianus, see Irigoin (1987: p. ccev).

% Acad. 1. 46 (Plato), Acad. 2. 74 (Plato and Socrates); De oratore 3. 67 (Plato’s Socrates); De
fin. 2.2, De nat. deor. 1. 11 (Socrates).

40 Numenius in Eusebius, Praep. evan. 14.5.9; Proclus, in Tim. 1. 7. 17-8. 9 D. Cf. Dicaearchus
in Plutarch, Quaest. conv. 8.2, 719 a; Aristotle, Met. 1. 6, 987%32-%7.

4! Note also the pseudo-Xenophontic letter to Aeschines in Eusebius, Praep. evan. 14. 12 (the
letter is also found in Stobaeus 2. 1. 29, 2. 10. 17-11. 21 W-H).

42 Very few Byzantine scholars of the Early Palacologan period (1259-1328) are known to
have had even a working knowledge of Latin. If Metochites had had one, we would surely have
been told so either by himself or by the historiographers responsible for his biography, and it
would surely have been put to use in diplomatic and other political missions. I should point out in
this connection that the chances that Cicero’s own Greek sources should have been available in
the early 14th cent. are infinitesimal. As Nigel Wilson puts it, ‘it is clear that after 1204 Byzantine
scholars rarely if ever show direct acquaintance with literature that we cannot read today’ (1983:
218). Cicero’s source for the continuity view of the history of the Academy is probably Philo of
Larissa (Cicero, Acad. 1. 13). There is no evidence that any work by Philo survived the end of
antiquity (the latest sources of fragments and testimonies noted by Mette (1986-7), are Stobaeus
and Augustine, none of whom drew directly on a work by Philo).
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noudes (d. ¢.1305). But neither of these makes any reference to Scepticism.
For all we know, there might have been other translations, which were lost at
an early stage of transmission; there is also the possibility that Metochites
had discussed these ideas with Planoudes or some other Greek Latinist, or
with Greek-speaking Westerners residing in Constantinople. Speculation is
as far as we will get by this route. The alternative is to assume that Metochites
produced his own account of the origins of Scepticism from inferences which
he made, on the strength of his reading in Plato’s dialogues, from the ancient
Greek sources on Scepticism that he knew; inferences which do not always
seem to be warranted by (or even compatible with) the sources themselves.
The latter are likely to include either David’s prolegomena to the study of
philosophy or Ammonius’ or Olympiodorus’ prolegomena to the study
of Aristotle, and maybe also Hippolytus’ Philosophumena (Ref. 1. 23), whose
picture of the Academics/Pyrrhonians is rather similar to that of the Ephec-
tics/Pyrrhonians in the Neoplatonic commentators. In order to perceive the
similarities between Socratic dialectic and Sceptical (primarily Academic)
method Metochites must have read some sufficiently detailed account of the
latter: the testimonies in Eusebius, Praeparatio evangelica 14 (notably Nu-
menius, but Aristocles is also relevant) are strong candidates. Another likely
influence is Plutarch, Adversus Colotem. Metochites greatly admired Plu-
tarch, and the latter’s authority should have made it easier for him to take
a sympathetic attitude towards the Sceptics in spite of the majority view.
Plutarch’s Moralia were collected in the famous editions of Planoudes
around the turn of the thirteenth century. Adversus Colotem is not, however,
included in the edition of 1296 (Cod. Paris. gr. 1671 (A)). The oldest surviving
manuscript of it is in fact Paris. gr. 1672 (E), dated to the beginning of the
second half of the fourteenth century, but the exemplar of this manuscript
was apparently produced soon after Planoudes’ death in 1305 Perhaps
Metochites had also read some books of Diogenes Laertius (3-4, 9). Also,
considering the fact that he connected the Sceptics with Heraclitean negative
dogmatism, it seems reasonable to assume that not only book 4 of Aristotle’s
Metaphysics,** but also the descriptions of Heraclitus’ doctrines in Plato

4 On these Palacologan MS edns. of the Moralia see Irigoin (1987: pp. cclxxi-cclxxxiv). On
Metochites, Planoudes, and Plutarch, see Tartaglia (1987: 345-6) and $vcenko (1975: 41-2 and
nn. 170-7). On Planoudes and the Chora monastery see Wendel (1940: 406-10), but note also the
divergent view of Constantinides (1982: 68-70). References to a number of essays inSem. 71 (fos.
143"-150" = 463-81 MK) make it clear that Metochites was extensively read in theMoralia. To
the indications of his use of Planoudes’ edn. adduced by Tartaglia (1987: 345-6) could be added
his praise of the spurious De Homero, which is found in no other Plutarch MSS of an early
enough date than the Planoudean (Kindstrand 1990: p. v).

4 The ancient commentators connect Aristotle’s criticism here with Scepticism, in a looser or
a stricter sense. Asclepius (in Met. 222. 11-13) explains that it is directed ‘against the so-called
Ephectics, and [Aristotle] proves that non-apprehension is not the case’; cf. Philoponus,in 4n.
post., 141. 8-11; Olympiodorus, in Meteor. 118. 22—-6. Syrianus, however (in Met. 73. 16-17),
correctly distinguishes between ‘those who were later to be called Ephectics’ and ‘those who
supplied these arguments before Aristotle’.
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(Theaetetus, Cratylus, and note Phaedo 90 B-D) have conditioned Metochites’
view of Scepticism. From this, lastly, it is but a small step to extending the
connection also to the ‘Heraclitean element’ looming large in a number of
those Platonizing Jewish and Christian authors that made up Metochites’
favourite reading. Indeed, the connection was already established, only
awaiting discovery, in such passages as Philo of Alexandria, De ebrietate
166-205, and those verses by Gregory of Nazianzus (Carm. mor. 10. 976-7) to
which Metochites probably owed the very opening phrase of Semeiosis 61.%°

1T

Let us now proceed to take a look at the fortuna of ancient Scepticism in
middle and late Byzantium. As is well known, Photios read and summarized
a now lost text of Aenesidemus (Bib/. 212). While dissociating himself from
Aenesidemus’ overall enterprise, the learned patriarch acknowledges the
value of the work for students of dialectic (he states that Plato has proved
the Sceptics’ efforts to be futile: I suppose he is thinking of the Neoplatonic
introductions to the Categories). Photios’ summary is rightly held to belong
with the primary evidence on Pyrrhonian Scepticism®® But apart from it the
whole period right up to the beginning of the fourteenth century shows only
very superficial and fragmentary knowledge of the ancient Sceptics. The most
substantial information to be found is in the Suda, which reproduces (second-
hand) an amount of material from Diogenes Laertius’ Life of Pyrrho (9. 61—
108).*” The eleventh- or twelfth-century historian George Kedrenos devotes
the thirteenth and last item of a digression on the doctrines of the ancient
philosophers to Sextus and Pyrrho (PG 121. 320B—c): like most of his doxo-
graphical material it is (in part) culled from Hippolytus’ Philosophumena
(Ref. 1. 23).8 It is significant that not even in the vast and varied output of

4 Tt is very likely that Metochites was familiar with the De ebrietate, as is argued by Deme-
tracopoulos (1999a: 97) on the basis of a parallel inSem. 31 (cited as ch. 29 by Demetracopoulos). If
50, he also no doubt recognized and relished the sceptical mood of the paraphrase of Aenesidemus’
modes in De ebr. 166-205. On Metochites’ view of Philo as a ‘true adherent of Plato’ and a
‘dogmatic’ (i.e. theoretical) as well as ethical philosopher, see Sem. 16 (fos. 31"-32" = 116-18
MK). It is not necessary to assume that Metochites realized that Philo’s arguments were actually
borrowed from the works of a Pyrrhonian Sceptic, but the conclusion inDe ebr. 205 with its
recommendation of 70 éméyetv as the safest course in view of the liability of things to turninto their
opposites can hardly have failed to strike him as being pretty much in the vein of ancient Scepticism
as he conceived of it. As for Gregory of Nazianzus, SvCenko asserted that ‘Metochites knew all of
Gregory, especially his poetry’, and substantiated this claim, at least to some extent, ina note (1975:
38 and n. 149). Demetracopoulos argues (199%: 137-46) that Gregory drew directly on Sextus’
Outlines of Pyrrhonismfor two of his theological discourses (Or. 28 and 29).

6 On its value as a source see Janatek (1976) and Demetracopoulos (199%); cf. Treadgold
(1980: 86-7, 92-3, 183).

47 The two most substantial entries are o 802 o0dév waov (3: 578. 9-29 A) and =
3241 ITvppdweror (4: 278. 15-32 A). See also n. 64.

8 The source for the additional information (or whatever word is the most appropriate) is
unknown: cf. Podskalsky (1976: 511 and n. 4).



Metochites’ Defence of Scepticism 197

Michael Psellos do we find more than one or two passing references to the
Sceptics. A caveat should perhaps be entered: some material of interest might
have been transmitted among the scholia on Gregory of Nazianzus. Among
the few edited ones we do find older items like a table of contents of Sextus’
Outlines of Pyrrhonism made by Cosmas of Jerusalem in the early eighth
century.49

When Metochites says in Semeiosis 61 that the Sceptics should not be
dismissed as mere controversialists, we may infer that this is the attitude he
expects from most of his readers. It is indeed an attitude we encounter in a
number of twelfth- and thirteenth-century authors. The Greek Fathers set the
example. In the same manner as the man who fixes his attention on Chry-
sippus, Aristotle, or Plato will become a logician, a scientist, or a philosopher,
so the man who studies Pyrrho will become an eristic, according to Clement
of Alexandria (Strom. 7. 101). Similarly Gregory of Nazianzus (Or. 21. 12)
castigates ‘the Sextuses and the Pyrrhos and the practice of arguing to
opposites’ which, he claims, ‘like a vile and malignant disease have infected
the churches’.>® This cliché of the Sceptics as epitomes of contentiousness
accounts for a very large proportion of the allusions to them in middle and
late Byzantine authors>! In the two centuries preceding Metochites’ Semeio-
seis there are no signs, so far as I have been able to find, that ancient
Scepticism was ever conceived of as having had more on the agenda than
the perverse cultivation of argument for argument’s sake>>

This is the background against which Metochites’ attempted vindication of
ancient Scepticism must be seen. A number of scholars from Rodolphe
Guilland onwards have spoken of a fourteenth-century ‘revival of Scepti-
cism’ drawing its most zealous supporters from among the medical profes-
sion. However, Guilland’s view loses much of its persuasive power as soon as
it is realized that the most important part of the evidence consists in a blatant
misconstruction of Semeiosis 61 as an onslaught on the partisans of such a
Neosceptical movement. The mistake was corrected by Hans-Georg Beck
half a century ago, but has nevertheless continued to hold thefield among
historians.>®

4 PG 38. 555-6; re-edited in Mutschmann (1958: pp. xx—xxiii). This Cosmas may have been
identical with Cosmas the Melode, who was the fosterbrother of John of Damascus, or with
Cosmas, the teacher of John and his fosterbrother (Lefherz 1958: 157-8).

O Tr. Annas and Barnes 1985: 18. The same attitude is expressed in non-Christian authors of
the period: Himerius, Or. 48. 275.

I E.g. Nicholas of Methone, George Tornikes, John Bekkos, Neilos Kabasilas, Nikephoros
Gregoras (on Gregoras, see below). See Podskalsky (1976: 512 n. 5) for exact references. Add to
the list there Gregory Palamas, Syngr. I1326.2-5 and 479. 1618, as well as Elias of Crete (early
12th century), In Gregorii Nazianzeni Orationem 32, PG 36. 901D-902a.

2 Note, however, Michael Italikos (d. 1157), Lezter 18, 158. 13 G; this seems to evidence a
curiosity about ancient Scepticism, if nothing more.

33 Guilland (1926: 206-7): transmitted in Nicol (1969: 43), Schmitt (1983: 235), Schrenk
(1989a: 455-6; 1989h: 254-6), Dellis (1991-2: 316-17). Correction in Beck (1952: 104-5); cf.
Tatakis (1949: 254). Tambrun-Krasker (1998: 286-7)first reports the view of Guilland, then,
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In sum, then, the picture seems quite clear. There is nothing to suggest that
ancient Scepticism ever attracted the interest of Byzantine intellectuals be-
tween Photios and Metochites. We are thus confronted with the task of
explaining why Metochites says in Sem. 61 that ‘many people from that
time and up to this moment have taken on this [sc. the Sceptical] cause’
(68-9). My suggestion is that Metochites does not have in mind here, as it
might first seem, some obscure acquaintances of his who had expressed in
confidence their allegiance to ancient Scepticism, but rather writers of all
periods (not least Christians) who have shared the broadly sceptical outlook
on the domains of natural phenomena and human afairs which is in fact part
of the common Platonic heritage (the ‘Heraclitean element’, if you like), but
which Metochites connects, as we have seen, with ancient S(:epticism.54 The
statement would then be comparable to what Metochites says concerning the
very same ‘broad scepticism’ in another work, the Ethikos (I paraphrase):
‘there is nothing new in it, which has not been said before and which is not
indeed the view of most people’ (Eth. 10. 84. 5-15 P: cf. n. 3, above)>>

A few comments have to be made at this stage on the singular compilation
transmitted under the fanciful title of Herennius, Commentary on the Meta-
physics, and drawing on works by Alexander of Aphrodisias, Proclus, Da-
mascius, and George Pachymeres, among others>® As E. Heitz showed
(1889: 1168-70), the individual chapters of Ps.-Herennius have all been cut
more or less in a piece from known sources, with the seeming exception of
chapter 3, ‘On Knowledge’. Now it is precisely this chapter which matters to
us. Lawrence Schrenk suggested that it could be an early fourteenth-century
work composed in answer to what he called the ‘renaissance of scepticism in
the medical profession’ (1989h: 255-6). The chapter begins with the remark

adding that ‘[clurieusement, B. Tatakis propose une interprdation totalement inverse’, quotes
the passage cited of Tatakis without comments.

3% Cf. Demetracopoulos (1999: 84-5). However, the notion that Metochites is thinking ‘not
of a philosophical but of a theological’ view, namely Fideism (199%: 85), seems to me mistaken:
1. 70-4 refer unambiguously, I think, to the domains of nature and society. Views akin to
Metochites’ ‘scepticism’ in contemporary writers are discussed in Demetracopoulos (1999a:
88-93). It may be added that according to George Pachymeres,Hisz. 5. 2, 439. 1215, Nikephoros
Blemmydes in ¢.1268 referred to Heraclitus and Cratylus for his own view that @eod uev 70
evoTades kal arkivyTov, dvbpwmwy 8¢ TO undev év undevt émt Tod avTod Kav Bpayy uévew.
The fact that Pachymeres quotes the statement, seemingly with approval, may suggest that the
link between ‘the Heraclitean element’ of Platonism and a Christian view of the secular world was
commonly recognized by the intellectuals of the period.

3 Cf. Sem. 7 (fo. 13¥ = 59 MK), where a number of Oriental peoples are said to hold
Pythagoras in great honour, having ‘much in common with him in their philosophical approach,
and this has been a fact from his own daysright up to this moment. What Metochites alludes to
here can scarcely be anything like a living tradition of Pythagoreanism in the East, but rather
recent developments in mathematics and astronomy, of which he was well aware.

6 On the sources of the compilation (apart from ch. 3, ss. 5-7) and the method of the
compilator see Heitz (1889). The best text of the passages discussed below is also found in Heitz
(1889: 1181-3). The Herennius meant by the author of the title is probably the one mentioned by
Porphyry, V. Plot. 3. 24-30, as one of Plotinus’ fellow students.
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that most arguments of the Academic or Ephectic philosophers are directed
against the evidence of sense-perception (on the basis of which the intellect
operates). The author promises to review some such arguments which he
has copied down and subsequently refute them to the best of his ability.
What follows then is a free quotation of Philo of Alexandria’s paraphrase
of Aenesidemus’ Modes (De ebrietate 167-202), with an interpolated section
(3.5, 522. 30-523. 15 M) that was identfied by Schrenk (19895) as a
new Greek fragment of Galen’s De experientia medica (19. 3), a work of
which two other fragments have come down in the original, but which is
preserved as a whole only in a ninth-century Arabic translation from the
Syriac.>’

The fragment deals with the cosmological problem of whether the world
has had a beginning or not. In Ps.-Herennius 3 it is inserted between the last
two Philo excerpts so as to form an illustration of the argument in Philo
corresponding to the tenth Mode in Sextus Empiricus, ‘depending on persua-
sions and customs and laws and beliefs in myth and dogmatic suppositions’>®
In this way it comes to exemplify the kind of never-ending debate between
philosophers of different schools that Philo calls to mind on questions like
whether the universe is infinite or finite, whether the world has had a begin-
ning or not, and whether it is governed by spontaneous change or divine
providence (Ebr. 198-9). In its original context, on the other hand, the
passage is part of an Empiricist doctor’s attempt to refute an argument
turning on the sorites paradox, brought against him by a Dogmatist, by
showing that the paradox has no bearing on reality but rather proves how
preposterous it is to rely on reason alone. There are other examples, says the
Empiricist, of ‘things which by the argument of the logos...are quite un-
known’;”” and he goes on to relate the aporia of whether bodies mix by way of
interpenetration or juxtaposition, and after that our cosmological problem.
The Empiricist’s concern here is to call attention to the limitations of
reason, not to illustrate the equipollence of opposed views: it is the method
of repeated observation that he is out to defend, rather than suspension of
judgement. But in spite of the difference between the original context and that
in Ps.-Herennius 3, the graft serves its new purpose well. An antinomical
problem like the cosmological one formulated by Galen’s Empiricist is of
course liable to be one to which all kinds of solutions have been dfered and
none universally accepted. Indeed, this particular problem is one of those
mentioned in the passage of Philo preceding the Galen fragment in
Ps.-Herennius 3.%°

57 See Walzer (1932: 449-52).

38 PH 1. 145, tr. Annas and Barnes (1994: 108).

% Tr. Walzer, in Frede (1985: 80).

0 Note also that the contradictions implied by the concept of movement mentioned inDe exp.
med. 19. 1 seem to have been one of the items discussed in Aenesidemus’ work (Photios,Bibl. 212.
170°9), even though it is left out of account in Philo’s version of the Modes.
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Another surprise comes in the next section of the chapter (Ps.-Herennius 3.
6), where the refutation of the Sceptical position is carried out in the form of a
cogito, put together, as Schrenk was also able to show (198%), from chapters
10. 10 and 15. 12 of Maximos Planoudes’ Greek translation of St Augustine’s
De trinitate. Reverberations of Planoudes, Trin. 15. 12. 74-7 can be found
also in the introduction to the chapter (3. 1). I would surmise that the mention
of Academics there is also due to Augustine’s influence.

Now that the sources of the Sceptical and anti-Sceptical arguments in Ps.-
Herennius 3 have all been tracked down thanks to Schrenk’s dforts, we can
also see, I think, that these arguments have all been elicited from original
contexts in which ancient Scepticism is not the matter at issue, but Sceptical or
anti-Sceptical arguments are rehearsed for some independent reason (neither
Philo nor Galen even mentions Sceptics or Scepticism in these works), and that
these arguments have then been brought to bear on the question of Scepticism
by means of editorial touches. This goes to show that Ps.-Herennius 3 is not
just a slapdash collection of any old material on Scepticism that its author
found ready to hand, but the product of active search and perceptive selection.
It seems evident that the author, whatever his shortcomings,6 " must have been
seriously concerned about the problems posed by Scepticism.

It is therefore to be regretted that Ps.-Herennius 3 is of doubtful value as a
witness to the interest in Scepticism in early fourteenth-century Byzantium.
As to the compilation as a whole, there is no evidence for a date before the
mid-fifteenth century.%?> Cross-references to other chapters at the beginning
and end of chapter 3 indicate that this chapter was probably written espe-
cially for the compilation, but the compilator may have added them to pre-
existing material. As regards Schrenk’s thesis that chapter 3 should be dated
in the early fourteenth century, there is precious little substance in it. The two
arguments to support it that I am able to discern in Schrenk’s two papers on
Ps.-Herennius are both false: an erroneous dating of the oldest MS and the

61 Ch. 5 (excerpts from Proclus, in Parm.) was judged severely, chs. 1-2 (excerpts from George
Pachymeres, Philosophia) more mildly, by Heitz (1889: 1176); ch. 3 he even considered to possess
certain merits (1889: 1183).

2 Westerink (1986: pp. cxi-cxiv), who seems to have assumed that Ps.-Herennius 3 was
composed for the occasion of the compilation, suggested, on the grounds that the Damascius
and Proclus excerpts of Ps.-Herennius 5-9 have been copied from MSS belonging to Bessarion’s
library, ‘que le Ps.-Herennius a &é composé a Rome avant I’an 1468, lorsque la bibliotheque de
Bessarion fut transportée a Venise’ (1986: p. cxiii). The Philo excerpts of Ps.-Herennius 3,
however, are according to Wendland (1897: p. xxix) dependent on a MS of the UF family,
whereas the Philo MS in Bessarion’s library suggested by Westerink as a possible source (Marc.
gr. 40) is the ‘exemplum potissimum’ of the H family (Cohn 1896: p. xi). As to the excerpts of
Planoudes’ translation of Augustine, I can only say that none of the following obvious errors in
Ps.-Herennius 3 are noted in the apparatus of Papathomopouloset al. (1995): ovTw Plan. 15.12.
45: odiTe [Her 1524. 15 M || pun) {@vTa Plan. 10. 10. 14: {@&vTa [Her.] 524. 201 M || &s Plan. 10.
10. 20: wv [Her.] 524. 23 M. (However the prmted Planoudes text (10. 10. 15) and [Herennius]
(524. 22 M) agree on Tov vouv Tov voolvTa ci. Heitz (1889: 1183): id quod intellegit Augustine;
perhaps Planoudes wrote 70 voodv.) If these erroneous readings are indeed absent from the
Planoudean tradition, this suggests a few links between the Planoudes text used by the author of
Ps.-Herennius 3 and our oldest MSS of the latter text.



Metochites’ Defence of Scepticism 201

traditional misconstruction of Metochites’ Semeiosis 61 as an attack on
creeping Pyrrhonist perversion among the doctors of Constantinople®

The oldest MSS of Ps.-Herennius are in fact dated in the latter half of
the sixteenth century. This marks the approximate terminus ante quem for
Ps.-Herennius 3, while the post quem is set by Planoudes’ translation of the
De trinitate in 1281. Pending further corroboration of Westerink’s (1986:
pp. cxi—cxiv) hypothesis of a date before 1468 for the whole compilation (see
n. 62), nothing more definite can be said with confidence.

Little by little, the dossier of Scepticism continues to swell throughout the
fourteenth century.®* The works of the leading theologians involved in the

63 Schrenk suggests, on the one hand, that Codex B. O. Z. Cim. 142, containing the whole of
Ps.-Herennius, should be dated to the 14th cent. (198%: 251 n. 7), but, on the other hand, that the
compilation as we know it was made ‘perhaps as late as the sixteenth century’, probably by the
well-known forger Andreas Darmarios (198%: 256). He refers to Hahn (1900: 1324) for a
tentative dating of the Warsaw MS to the 13th cent. (198% 251 n. 7), but Hahn in fact only
reproduced erroneously a MS description in a list by a librarian of the Zamoyski library, printed
in Foerster (1898: 571), where this dating obviously refers to another MS. Foerster later (1900:
440-4) made his own description of B.O.Z. Cimelia 142 in which he stated that it was copied in a
16th-cent. hand; not, however, that of Darmarios. He also discussed Heitz’s hypothesis (1889:
1186-7) that the compilation may have been the work of Darmarios. After a brief review of the
MS material (he mentions 19 MSS besides the Varsoviensis: cf. Schrenk 198%: 251 n. 7; 1989a:
451) he concludes that ‘[v]on Seiten des Alters der Handschriften also steht der Vermuthung von
Heitz nichts im Wege’ (1900: 441). It may be added that the fabulous ‘Beast of Tarentum’ held by
Schrenk to be a possible ‘key to pinpointing more exactly the origin of the third chapter’ (198%:
252-3 n. 14) is unlikely to take us very far in the right direction. Clearly,700 mpds Tapdvrovin
Ps.-Herennius (519. 11 M) is only a misspelt variant of nplov, 6 kaeiTar Tépavspos in Philo
(Ebr. 174, 203. 20 W). In fact Wendland in his apparatus criticus to this passage in Philo reports
(mutatis mutandis) Tépavsos as the reading both of Ps.-Herennius (based on Codd. Ambros. P
143 sup. and Ambros. R 117 sup. (1897: p. xxviii)) and of a number of Philo MSS. Indeed,
Foerster (1900: 446) reported Tapdvdov as the reading also of Cod. Cim. 142.

Let me briefly sum up the hard (or at least semi-resistant) facts about the transmission of
ancient works on Scepticism in the 14th cent. Regarding Sextus Empiricus.first, we know that a
Latin translation of the Outlines of Pyrrhonism was made in the early 14th cent. The translator
may have been Nicholas of Rhegium (Schmitt 1983: 243 n. 6). On Nicholas see Weiss ([1950]
1977: 125-37). Leaving aside the 5 fos. of an original 9th/10th-cent. MS now divided between
Codd. Paris. suppl. gr. 1156, Vat. gr. 738, and Vindob. theol. gr. 179 (see Eleuteri 1985: 435-6),
the oldest Greek MS of the Outlines (Monac. gr. 439) dates from after 1376 (Mutschmann 1958:
p. viii and n. 1). M 7-11 (Adversus dogmaticos) as well as a few pages of M 1 are preserved in a
13th/14th-cent. MS (Laur. gr. 85, 19) (Mutschmann 1914: pp. vi-x).M 5 (Adversus astrologos) is
extant in a MS dated around 1342 (Laur. gr. 9, 32) (Mau 1961: p. xiii). The rest of the Sextus
tradition belongs to the 15th and later centuries. In contrast, all the three best Diogenes Laertius
MSS date from between the 12th and the early 14th cents. Diogenes’Life of Plato (book 3) has
also been transmitted in a number of Plato MSS, three of which (probably) date from the 14th
cent. (Long 1964: p. xx). The Byzantine testimonies to Diogenes are rather numerous; excerpts
from the Life of Pyrrho (9. 61-108) are found in the Magnum excerptum, preserved in two 12th-
cent. MSS (ed. Markovich 1999: ii). As to the other sources, four MSS of books 14 and 15 of
Eusebius’ Praeparatio evangelicabelong to the 13th and 14th cent. (Mras [1950] 1982: pp. xiii-li).
Over and above the three old MSS of Photios’ Bibliotheca (10th—13th cent.), it should be noted
that extracts from Bib/. 212 (and seven other codices) are found in Cod. Paris. suppl. gr. 256, fos.
239-47, which may have originated in the school of Nikephoros Gregoras (Diller 1962: 392-3).
The rest of the tradition belongs to the 15th cent. and later (see Martini 1911: especially p. 108).
On the transmission of Plutarch, Adv. Col., see above, n. 43.
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Hesychast debate contain scattered references to Sceptical philosophers and
doctrines (if the expression is allowed). In Gregory Palamas’ works wefind

the traditional patristic cliche as well as one or two passages which seem to
suggest familiarity with authentic Sceptical arguments®® The piece de résist-

ance among the relevant documents, however, is a work entitled Against the

Statements Made on the Criterion of Truth, Whether it Exists, by the Accursed
Pyrrho, by Nicholas Kabasilas Chamaetos, the influential theologian and

supporter of Palamas.®® This opuscule (89 lines in the new edition) consists of
a series of refutations, more or less sophistical, of Sceptical arguments against
the existence of a criterion of truth®’

There are two things to be noted as regards Kabasilas’ sources. First, the
On the Criterion is the first work in the period after iconoclasm whose
dependence on Sextus Empiricus (the PH, quite possibly M 7 too) is manifest.
Given the obvious fact that Kabasilas did not belong in the small select ranks
of a philosophical avant-garde, this may indicate that the Outlines of Pyr-
rhonism (and quite possibly the Adversus dogmaticos too) was in circulation,
on a modest scale at least, in the middle of the fourteenth century (and thus
before the earliest extant Greek MS was copied). Second, at one point (lines
70-4), Kabasilas introduces as an example of things of which we have certain
knowledge the fact that we exist (for if we did not we would not be capable of
doubting our existence). It seems probable that this idea is owed, directly or
indirectly, to Planoudes’ translation of the De trinitate.%® If so, we have

%5 In his first and second letters to Barlaam, Syngr. 1. 258. 4-14; 1. 292. 1-25. Palamas could be
drawing either on Diogenes Laertius, 9. 90, or, more probably, on Sextus Empiricus,M 8. 329—
34. Examples of the traditional cliche are found in Syngr. 2. 326. 2-5 and 2. 479. 16-18. In
addition, it is worth noticing that the ‘equipollence slogan’, in the version found in Gregory of
Nazianzus and (slightly modified) in Metochites, is put to repeated use in Palamas’first Triad in
Defence of the Holy Hesychasts. The pagan philosophers have proved the truth of the slogan, says
Palamas, ‘by incessantly refuting each other and being refuted in turn, each through apparently
stronger arguments’ (Triad. 1. 1. 1,9. 19-24 M; cf. Triad. 1. 2, quaestio, 71. 5-7 M; Triad. 13. 13,
137.27-8 M).

% The new edn. in Demetracopoulos (199%: 13-20) supersedes that of Radermacher (1899).

7 The first refutation, however, sets out to prove that the negation of the existence of
knowledge is self-contradictory: it is in efect identical with the two-part argument ascribed to
Plato by the Neoplatonic commentators on Aristotle (see nn. 29-30, above). There is a telling
difference in that Kabasilas in the course of his argument maintains that also claimingnot to
know that there is no knowledge implies that there is knowledge (18. 13-14 D; 12—13 R).
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evidence that Augustine’s arguments against Scepticism were paid attention
to in Byzantium as early as the early 1350s or thereabouts. Ps.-Herennius 3
might thus fit into place as another product of the intellectual concerns of
that time.%

So, it might seem reasonable to assume that the mere existence of a
refutation of Sceptical arguments dating from the middle of the fourteenth
century implies that some other scholars or philosophers as well must have
taken an interest in or even propounded such arguments at the time’® But
considering the quantitative (and qualitative) limitations of Kabasilas’ work,
as well as the absence in it of any hints at a ddinite polemical context, one has
to admit that it gives no clear indication about the width and depth of this
interest. Indeed, there have been attempts to explain the emergence of the
work in a way which does not presuppose any contemporary interest in
ancient Scepticism. Jean Boivin and later Thor Sevéenko drew attention to a
letter from Gregory Palamas to John Gabras in which one of the followers of
the anti-Palamite Gregory Akindynos is described as an eristic, through the
mouth of whom ‘the words of the evil objection flowed, the one which [the
Akindynites] had learned from Pyrrho’s Ephectic [school] and maliciously
applied to things divine’ (Syngr. II 326. 2-5). Boivin compared this with a
passage in Nikephoros Gregoras’ Byzantine History and suggested that some
of Palamas’ opponents were labelled (indeed, labelled themselves) Ephectics
on account of their reluctance to make positive statements on theological
issues.”! 1 shall come back to this. Sevéenko went a step further. As he
explained,

[iln the light of the passage from Palamas’ letter, the refutation of ‘Pyrrhon’ by
Cabasilas may be seen as a piece of Palamite polemics against opponents who
maintained that no one could behold the ‘essential energies’ of the Divinity and in
that sense they suspended judgment. In this refutation, Cabasilas proceeded by
syllogisms. The adversaries had to be crushed with their own weapons. (1954: 51)

One cannot help feeling, however, that if the adversaries aimed at were really
only nominally associated with Scepticism, as Svcenko suggests, the proced-
ure chosen by Kabasilas was remarkably beside the point. It is one thing to

kplvew oUSels dudtBdier o6moTe Kal €l StoTalel, xal €oTL kal {f) xal voel ... Somewhat
more remote parallels are found in ?Chrysippusapud Clementem, Strom. 8. 5. 15. 7-9 = SVF ii.
121; Sextus Empiricus, M 9. 198; Oenomaus of Gadara apud Eusebium, Praep. evan. 7. 7 (on the
latter see Lloyd 1964: 198-200).

% There is even a case to be made (admittedly weak) for the possibility that Kabasilas drew on
Ps.-Herennius 3 rather than directly on the De trinitate: the wording in the relevant part of
Kabasilas’ work is never so close to Planoudes’ translation as it is in 20. 70-1 D ¢waoropev
yap Bepaiws 67t éouév) to [Herennius], 524. 3-4 M (Befaiws ywdokw 67t {d). But this may of
course be accidental.

70 This type of argument (‘ex elencho ad respondentem’, as we may dub it) is familiar from the
history of Byzantine Platonism, where there is a 12th-cent. analogue in Nicholas of Methone,
Refutation of Proclus.

7! In a note included in the Bonn edn. of Nikephoros Gregoras, Hist. 1275 S (reprinted in PG
148. 957 n. 75).
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call someone who is a negative dogmatist in respect of a certain class of
entities a Sceptic, as Metochites did; it is another thing to try to refute that
person’s views by overthrowing genuinely Sceptical arguments.

What we need, I suppose, is some evidence to suggest that there may have
been more than a nominal connection between some of these adversaries and
the arguments of the ancient Sceptics. John Dellis has argued that there was.
According to him, Kabasilas’ aim was to refute the negative theology raised
against the Palamites by Barlaam of Calabria (and Nikephoros Gregoras),
which, he implies, rests on arguments drawn from the ancient Sceptics (1991—
2: 321-3). However, the most precise indication that Dellis dfers of Bar-
laam’s dependence on Sceptical arguments is the fact that he ‘championed a
certain form of agnosticism’. True enough: but it seems to me that we must
distinguish carefully between the sense in which Barlaam (as well as the
Cappadocian Fathers, Ps.-Dionysius, Maximus the Confessoret al.) could
be said to represent a form of ‘agnosticism’, and the senses in which a strict
Sceptic and a negative dogmatist on theological matters could be said to do it.
‘Agnosticism’ in the sense that it is considered impossible to have scientfic
knowledge of God’s nature, so as, for example, to demonstrate (in the
Atristotelian sense) the truth of Trinitarian or Christological tenets, is more
or less ubiquitous in the Orthodox tradition, and there is no need to suppose
that Barlaam had recourse to the Sceptics for arguments in favour of that/?
whereas I very much doubt that ‘agnosticism’ in the negative dogmatist sense
that it is considered impossible to have factual knowledge about God and
his workings, or in the Sceptical sense that it is left open even whether it is
possible or not to have factual knowledge about God and his workings, is
attributable to Barlaam.” Dellis offers no examples of Sceptical arguments
being used by Barlaam. I doubt that Kabasilas found any. Perhaps then we
should look in another direction.

The main target of Kabasilas’ pro-Palamite polemic in the 1350s was
Nikephoros Gregoras. A couple of excerpts from M 6. 7-10 in the margin
of a page in the commonplace-book (Heidelb. Pal. gr. 129) of the famous
historian and polymath seem to suggest that he had actually studied parts of
the works of Sextus Empiricus.”* Gregoras being also the intellectual heir to
Theodore Metochites, it might seem promising to look for expressions of a
benevolent attitude towards Scepticism or even of Sceptical irfluence in
Gregoras’ work. Alas, as far as direct references are concerned, the reward

72 See the outline of “die theologische Methodenfrage in der griechischen Patristik’ in Pods-
kalsky (1977: 88-106).

73 He affirms the truth of the Nicene Creed and the Bible as axiomatic (Podskalsky 1977: 129—
30). Furthermore, for all his emphasis on the indemonstrability of Trinitarian dogma, he does
acknowledge a cosmological proof of God’s existence (Podskalsky 1977: 142 n. 621).

74 Many of the excerpts contained in the Heidelbergensis are apparently copied from other
florilegia (Biedl 1948: 103-4); this is possibly the case with the Sextus extracts as well, which
exhibit at least one important deviation from the rest of the tradition as we know it (see Eleuteri
1985: 433).
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is rather slight.”” The passage of the Byzantine History that made Boivin

recall Palamas’ letter to John Gabras describes the civil and ecclesiastical
strife following on the death of Andronikos III in 13417® Gregoras deplores

the fact that the theologians then, unlike the philosophers of ancient Athens,
were unwilling to set aside their internal conflicts for times of outer peace.

‘Sublime theology’, he complains, was ‘thrashed in the streets by the camp of
the “felons” [palamnaioi: a pun on Palamas’ name] and the Pharisees, al-
though there might have been some Maccabees to resist them, as well as those
who took an Ephectic position on account of the times’ (Hisz. 14. 8. 4, 722.

5-21 S). It is quite clear, as Jan Louis van Dieten has pointed out (Nike-
phoros Gregoras, Rhomdische Geschichte 3, tr. van Dieten 1988: 331 n. 331),

that the people to whom Gregoras is referring as Sceptics are such as for
tactical reasons ‘withheld’ their disapproval of Palamas’ doctrines (and not, it
should be noted, all those who refused to accept them), and that one of the
most prominent members of this group was Gregoras himself. I do not think,
however, that this reference can be put straight on a par with the one in
Palamas’ letter to John Gabras. In the latter the names of Pyrrho and the
Sceptics are used in the derogatory sense that had been authorized by Clem-
ent of Alexandria and Gregory of Nazianzus. This is obviously not the case in
the Gregoras passage, where the word ‘Ephectic’ is used in its radical sense of
‘one who practises epoche, who suspends his judgement’.

This connotation is the dominating one in a few allusions to the Sceptics in
Gregoras’ letters too. It is interesting to note that some of these occur in a
context which is pervaded by precisely the broadly sceptical outlook on
natural and social phenomena that Metochites associated with the Sceptics.
This is the case, for example, in Letter 148 to Demetrios Kabasilas (dated by
Leone ‘1330-2, post 1351°).”” The letter opens in a mood and a turn of phrase

75 To begin with, we should discard without further ado the mention of Sextus and Pyrrho in a
quotation of Gregory of Nazianzus (Or. 21. 12) in the record Gregoras left of his speech at the
Church Council of 1351 (Hist. 19. 1. 6, 930. 5-6 S), because it is wholly accidental to Gregoras’
purposes there. Contrast the view of Guilland (1926: 206), who has again been all too much relied
on by later scholars.

76 See the discussion in Nikephoros Gregoras, Rhomdiische Geschichte 3, tr. van Dieten 1988
331-2 n. 331.

77 Cf. also Letter 30 to Andronikos Zarides (dated 1322—carly 1326). Gregoras opens the letter
(30. 1-11) by suggesting that Plato’s dialogues show that he did not adhere strictly to a single
unified philosophical system. An example is Socrates’ epoche on the question of Archelaus of
Macedonia’s happiness (Gorgias 470 D-E). I take it that Gregoras means to suggest that, even
though Plato is known to be a dogmatic philosopher, there are sceptical features in some of his
dialogues (although the Gorgias is admittedly not the most appropriate example of that).
Gregoras then makes various rhetorical uses of the equipollence argument. Among the ancient
examples enumerated by Gregoras we find the antithesis of Pyrrho and Plato, who ‘both
practised philosophy, one, however, with a view to showing that reality is subject to non-
apprehension, the other in order that he should on the contrary remain innocent of defeatism.
And as being in a halfway house between the two, Anaxagoras and Protagoras declared [the one]
that things are both in this state and not in this state, [the other] that things are to each man such
as they appear to him’ (30. 45-50 L). I assume that the statement on Plato’s motives for doing
philosophy alludes to Phaedo 90 B-b, and conclude that 77)s dmovolas, in p. 47 probably means
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that are strongly suggestive of a Metochitean Semeiosis. How strange, Gre-
goras exclaims, that one and the same thing will appear fortunate to some,
and unfortunate to others, and indeed sometimes blissful and sometimes not
to one and the same person. Wise was he who said that for each man the
measure of the matters of life is his own mind/® Then, almost like an echo of
Semeiosis 61, Gregoras goes on:

It is because of this, I think, that the Sceptical philosophers have also been left very
great space for not determining in any way anything that is and not stating what is the
quality of this thing and what is the destiny of that thing. .., or travelling on what
path one719night get lucky through skill, rather than hope to attain skill by luck. (148.
14-18 L)

If we compare Gregoras’ references to the Sceptics to those of earlier Byzan-
tine authors, it is clear that Gregoras too restricts himself to using them as a
cliché. However, the main connotation is not now that of perverse fondness
of argument, as in those writers taking their cue from Clement and Gregory
of Nazianzus, but of non-commitment, and the attitude is vaguely sympa-
thetic. It seems safe enough to assume that Gregoras’ idea of Scepticism has
evolved on the basis of his association with Metochites. The exact relation
between the evidence of a critical interest in ancient Scepticism on the part of
the Palamites (especially Nicholas Kabasilas Chamaetos) and the rather
sparse and innocuous expressions of a sympathetic attitude that wefind in
Gregoras is harder to ascertain. On the one hand, Kabasilas’ attempt to
refute the Sceptics remains unexplained if, as Sevéenko suggested, the names
of the latter were only used as a classicist figure of speech for the real
adversaries. On the other hand, there is no direct evidence that Sceptical
ideas or arguments were seriously entertained by anyone in the late thirteenth
and fourteenth centuries. However, as is well known, the resuscitation of
works and authors who had long been out of use was a distinguished feature
of this era. If Gregoras was prepared, on occasion, to style himself an
Ephectic, perhaps that was enough to prompt a bit of Sextus scholarship
on the part of his enemies; the refutation of Sceptical arguments that resulted

‘despondency’ or ‘defeatism’ rather than ‘madness’. It is true, as Demetracopoulos points out
(1999a: 100), that the expression in this context must denote non-apprehension (although not
necessarily specifically Pyrrho’s doctrines). Still I feel hesitant to view it as Demetracopoulos does
as a clear disapproval of the dmévota of Pyrrhonism, considering that the immediate context is
opaque (Plato refused to give in to what e thought was defeatism), and that the general context
is one of rhetorical oppositions. After all, earlier in the same letter Socrates, taken as a represen-
tative of Plato’s views, is said to have practised epoche in the Gorgias (30. 8 L).

78 Who? Leone suggests Protagoras, but it could as well be Anaxagoras who is meant: cf.
Aristotle, Met. 4. 5, 1009°26-8. To my mind, however, this device of praising an author while
identifying him only by quoting his words rather suggests that Gregoras is thinking of one of his
contemporaries: there is nothing quite similar to the quotation in theSemeioseis gnomikai, but
there might be in one of Metochites’ orations or poems, which are largely unedited.

® Tiva TpiBov 68evaas Téxvn TUYMY ebpor Tis dv k7)., apparently alluding to Plato, Gorg.
448 ¢ 5-7 (cf. Aristotle, Met. 1. 1, 981#3-5).
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may have been earnestly intended to be just that, whereas the side-dfect of
suspicion cast on Gregoras would certainly have been considered as a
bonus.*

I have argued in this paper that the knowledge of ancient Scepticism in the
three or four centuries preceding the publication of Theodore Metochites’
Semeioseis gnomikai(c.1326) was all but restricted to a handful of passages in
the Church Fathers, where ‘Pyrrho’, ‘Sextus’, and ‘Scepticism’ are used as
bywords for vile and destructive contentiousness. In Semeioseis 29 and 61,
Metochites attempts a partial vindication of Scepticism, which he construes
as negative dogmatism with regard to the realms of natural phenomena and
human affairs, and which he traces back to Socrates and Plato. He fails to
discuss the epistemological status of mathematics in connection with Scepti-
cism, whereas in other contexts he is often at pains to emphasize the certainty
of mathematical knowledge. He does, however, reject the application of
negative dogmatism—as well as scientific proof—to the revealed truths of
religion, siding with the Orthodox Christian tradition. I think it should be
appreciated as one of the ironies of fate that Semeiosis 61 is introduced by a
sentence by Gregory of Nazianzus, whose stigmatization of the Sceptics as
wicked and dangerous mischief-makers set the tone for centuries in the
Greek-speaking world. Metochites does not manifest a deeper understanding
of Scepticism or show himself familiar with its central texts, such as Sextus
Empiricus. His view of it seems to be based on various sources, among which
the Neoplatonic introductions to Aristotle are perhaps the most important. It
seems likely that his sympathy for Scepticism was strengthened by his great
familiarity with and admiration for Plutarch. But essentially it rested on his

80 Demetracopoulos (1999a: 88-109) is more positive about the influence of ancient Scepticism
on Gregoras. The most important evidence in favour of his assessment is a passage in Gregoras’
Scholia on Synesius, On Dreams(628-9). Gregoras there enumeratesfive factors to illustrate the
point that ‘the adequate representation of the things is impeded in many ways’. These are (1)
different temperament; (2) different way of life; (3) different food (or nurture: Tpo¢n); (4)
different time; (5) different movement of the things represented. It is perfectly clear from the
further explanation Gregoras gives of the last factor, for which he draws on Aristotle,Div. somn.
2.464°7-16, that it is intended as a paraphrase of the last sentence of the lemma Qe ins. 17. 181.
19-20 T): (1) corresponds to ‘different in nature’; (2) to ‘different in custom’; (3) and (4) to
‘different in experiences’. That is to say that the main determinant of Gregoras’ list of factors is
the Synesius text itself. Of course, this does not exclude the possibility that some account of the
Sceptical Modes was at the back of Gregoras’ mind when he drew up the list: (1) may be said to
bracket together Modes 1 and 2 in the Sextan order; (2) may be said to correspond to Mode 10;
(3) and (4) may be compared to Mode 4; and (5) to Mode 5. If Gregoras did associate Synesius’
datives of respect with some such account, then, he may very well have had, as Demetracopoulos
argues (1999a: 96-9), Philo, Ebr. 166-205, in mind. All the Modes mentioned are in fact found in
Philo, including Mode 2 (pace Demetracopoulos (1999a: 98-9): Ebr. 1767, and cf. 171): there is
consequently no need to assume that Gregoras had recourse to Sextus Empiricus or Diogenes
Laertius in order to supplement his scholion, as Demetracopoulos suggests (ibid.). There is also
no need to assume that Gregoras recognized that the Philo passage was a paraphrase of the
Sceptical Modes (which presupposes knowledge of some other account). In conclusion, it
remains a striking fact that neither Metochites nor Gregoras ever refers to any work by Sextus,
and that there is not one sure trace of Sextan influence in either writer’s ceuvre.
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failure to distinguish between the positions adopted by the ancient Sceptics
and the ‘broad scepticism’ (or negative dogmatism) regarding human know-
ledge (founded on sense-experience and/or reason) espoused by many writers
in the Orthodox tradition.

No evidence confirms the idea of a Sceptical movement in early fourteenth-
century Byzantium. Especially, there is no sufficient ground for assuming that
the chapter on Scepticism found in Ps.-Herennius, Commentary on the Meta-
physics and including excerpts from Philo of Alexandria, Galen, and August-
ine, belongs to this period. Nikephoros Gregoras, the friend and disciple of
Metochites, makes occasional reference to Scepticism, of which he seems to
conceive along the same lines as his teacher. One of Gregoras’ fiercest
opponents in the Hesychast struggle, Nicholas Kabasilas Chamaetos, com-
posed a short refutation of the Sceptical arguments against a criterion of
truth, in which he draws on Sextus Empiricus. I have suggested that Gre-
goras’ sympathy for Scepticism may have been an incentive for Kabasilas to
set about the study which resulted in this pamphlet; but I have argued that it
mabkes little sense to assume that the pamphlet was aimed at Gregoras or any
other anti-Palamites.



NOTE ON THE EDITION

For this edition of Theodore Metochites, Semeioseis gnomikai, chapter 61, microfilm
copies of the following MSS have been collated:

M (Marc. gr. 532 [coll. 887]), fos. 154'—158".
P (Par. gr. 2003), fos. 111°-113".
E (Esc. gr. 248 [olim Y.1.9)), fos. 293'-295".

On P see Agapitos et al. (1996: 17-20); Arco Magri(1982: 56-64). On M see Agapitos
et al. (1996: 16-17). On E see Agapitos et al. (1996: 20-2); Arco Magri1(1982: 56).

The relationship between the MSS of the Semeioseis gnomikai is discussed in
Agapitos et al. (1996: 22-3), and will receive a definitive treatment in Karin Hult’s
edition of Semeioseis 1-26 and 71 (forthcoming). It may be summarized as follows:

P and M are independent. E is an apograph of M. All the other known MSS
descend from P.

Both P and M were probably copied from the author’s original MS. M was
probably copied before the author made the additions to his own MS that are
reproduced in P. M should then be dated 1326-March 1332 (and probably before
May 1328), while P will have been executed no earlier than 1330 (whether before
March 1332 or not is less certain: the identiication by Seveenko of Metochites’ hand
in some of the marginal notes found in P is called into question by Agapitos et al.
[1996, 19-20]). E is dated 1539-42. M is in part illegible, owing to water damage; E is
then the only witness of this branch. In this edition, however, no readings ofE have
been noted in the apparatus, since E has no readings relevant to the chapter which
satisfy the following three conditions: the text is illegible inM; E goes against P; E is
not obviously wrong.

I am grateful to Karin Hult for letting me prdfit from her work on the text and tradition of the
Semeioseis in advance of the publication of her edition. Thanks are also due to Kimmo Javinen
for valuable comment.
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mavrdmact codiorelas ambons kal amloikol, adToS 57‘] ,Lui/\LGTa dovvat
Tas &px&g Tols e’d)eKﬂKUDs d)L/\OO‘O@?UOLO‘L Kal 7'7) O‘UW)'yopLa 7'7;5
aKaTa)\m/;Lag, Tols MaKpmg eKeLVOLg )\oymg Kal O'UXVOLS‘ TolS wepL 6TovolY
éxdoToTe undev mepalvovow AN 60 dv kal mpoTelvowTo Tals Sarééeot
mavt dmeéyyovow dmopa kal Tis dAnlelas éEw. 008V yap AAN %) TO TV
"Edertikv év TovToLs, ws 0U8ev 4p’ dadales év dvlpdimots TV SokoUvTwy
T€ kal Aeyouévwy €kaaTois mepl €xdoTwy ws pdra Tol cagds TTdOY, 00
doeaTov Abyous évavtiows kal kpaTaov per dnbelas avboov mavTamact
Kal &TpémTov, AANL Kal T dawdueva koudy) Tpavds elpijofar kal ofs
éoTw &molvmpaypoviTws kai dfacavioTws TV Aeybvtwv Emecbar
movobow ém’ aﬁToﬁs, Kal 7To)\u77'pa'y,uovoﬁorl. Kal ﬁacav[éovm Th Te
Xeybueva kal Tovs Aéyovras ;LETa ,uey[cwov ToU 49appovg Kal 7-775‘
776770L07)G€ws ws MrpBwrbdbTas €6 pbla, kal undév éru wepam—epw Kal
mAéov OV pavijoeTar melpwuévols kal mpooéyoval Tois Adyois TOV voiy:

o \
2 kal &1L kal M

cf Gr Naz., Carm. mor. 10.977; 33.12; S.E., PH 1.202; D.L., 9.74
va,unq va,un] Te P 8 e’fooTpamoTéov P
12 ’TU7TT€LV &épa cf. CPG 2:111-12 ann. 17 Xfovs €few cf. CPG 1:430.1
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KOumos TO TAY Kal pakpds Ajpos kal duabia ovv fpdoet, kal wvT év
araTalppia, kal mavt éNéyyeTad.

Ta & adTa kal 6 kabnynTns adTd whons Ths codlas kal Ths drpifelas
700 Hfous kal TGV dyalddv, ds adTds oL, TavTwy, EwkpaTrs, Sia TavTos
mepuaw epthocddel Tob Blov, Kal SiéTpiBev *Abymor kaTeNéyywv dravTas,
ws undev 6Tiodv eldbTas dérov Abyov kal Tois voiv éxovow €d udla maTdV
Tovs ép’ €xadaTois uéya povodvras ols mpooelyov kal omovddlew nélovy
kal TioTWw dvaudpLoTov mPaATTOUEVOUS TAV TPOCTUYXaVOVTWY TEPL DV
dact kal cepvivovTat, kal ToOT adTO wdAioT dyvoolvTas Kal TPWTWS, WS
ov® loaow o671 KAl &yvooﬁ(n, kal, Mav <=.’7n0¢a/\ela7'a7a Kal &,ua@e’GTaT’
éxovras, SokolvTas mouTelv Kkal éavTdv év drpa mevig, Kal Avevsems
oTovolv éxew, ualor Svras év xpela, kal uaX éppdofai, SuaTuxds
éxovtas pudla ToL kal VoaoﬁVTas, Kal &V[aTa KafoTL ,wqée‘ vooeiv olovTal,
,Lu'}Be lm'ovm TOUS L(U,LL€VOUS Kal oxeBOV 6 mas adTP Bcos Kwdvvevel Kal
wovog elvat Baaavog amévrwv kol Tng a,uaOLag e/\e'yxog, Ws undev dpa mor
év dvbpdrmots v kKaTalpews Vyiés, AN AmavTa kevds omovSalbpeva kal
dokovvTa TL,LL?)S‘ aéia, ,LLLKpé TE KOl ,LLeL/Qw, kal 600 TRV déodoywTépwy
avioat, kal 6oa Sevrepas‘ TUX7}§ TWos Kal Tafews.

Kal 1adt elolv bvTws, Hmep ecpm'ac TV 6¢6K7LKwV /\oywv TolS UO‘TEpOV
dpxal- T domep 81 Tes mpoaydres TPOS TOV CKOTOV OHIOL KOl UEAET AL
Tweés els Ty mpbbeow yvpuvaoTikal kalloTas éNmidas mpos TR phxny
vmavolyovoar Tois avSpaow é&Sofav: évtetfev 4P s 4md Twwv
€O TWY KAl Yevnky mpoouiwy kal mapackevi)s déloldyov mpds
™ phxnv dpunvrar évredfev 4p’ dmd Twwy TOTWY émikalpoTATWY WET
dopalelas katédpapov dmacay wipwmivmy YyvweTkNY €Upecty, Kal TOV
TOyKOOULOY KATO TAOS THS Toplas kal Aoywy amdvTwy Kal SoyudTwy
ambvrwv ammpvlplacay dpaciar moepov. Kal molois o wbrny Sokolat
movelv kal ool yap €€ éxelvov uéypt kal viv mpoonkavTo TV omoUSHY
TadTYY, Kal Tpooéyew dflodoL TOV voiv, ws AAnlds mavT dvw kal kéTw
depbueva kabopdvtes, Kail undev & T{ ol €oTods év pwovi) Twos odoias Kal
Yy Gews ATpemTov, kal Tacav {NTNoW TeEPL TAV SvTWY Kal TOV v Blw
TATWY O TepimimTovoary TG TAGvw kal Svcodla kal Suoxepela
xpiobar kal dviTew émTuyds kabdmaé wpds dopalh TV elpecwy, dvev &)
Tijs mept Oeod kal TV felwv pwovns codlas, dvwler mavTws é¢ émmvolas
Twos feopopnTov 1) THhev dAobev, kal Tolas TAY CUAMOYLETIK®Y TPpOTwY
Kal TV Selfewv avaykms; émel kal mepl TovTov ToU uépous mévl doa codla
TWi xewpaywyovon 8¢ amodeléewv of mpdTepov éxeivor Th pataia yvdoet
BappoitvTes péyyovTar odk doetoTa oUT dfda maons émnpelas 0d aluia
mavTdmacw elvar Sokel, Kal ToAA Todois ENéyyols edfvveTal, Kal TOIOL
mpos aAlovs, véor Tpds Tovs dlhcavTas kal NAkLDTAL TPOS GAMAOUS,
GUTITATTOUEVOL KATATOMOPKOUGL Kal KATAGTPEpovoL TAMNIwY, Kal
mavTa Sbypata kaTaoTpéovat, kal obdev édow dvemTipnTov dAnbéc
amodeiteat T NUpuévwy Kkal SeSouévwy dvlpwmivy, kabws épny, copla:
wbva 3¢ 7& mhoms émékewa coplas éx Oeol mavTws elmupuéva Tap YUy

8 qwioar codd. : corr. Miller 0 mpodywres codd. : corr. Miiller
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The Anti-Logical Movement 1n
the Fourteenth Century

KATERINA [ERODIAKONOU

The debate among Byzantine philosophers and theologians about the proper
attitude towards ancient logic is just one episode in the turbulent history of
the reception of ancient philosophy in Byzantine thought, but it certainly
raises one of the most complicated and intriguing issues in the study of the
intellectual life in Byzantium. For there are many Byzantine authors who
explicitly praise and themselves make use of, to a lesser or greater extent, the
ancient logical traditions; yet, at the same time, there are also many others
who fiercely reject the logical doctrines of pagan philosophers and their use,
especially in theology. What I am particularly interested in, here, is to
examine how the Byzantine attitude towards ancient logic difers from one
author to another and from one period to another, what exactly the argu-
ments presented in favour and against relying on these ancient theories are,
and to what extent ancient logic, or some more developed form of it, actually
is used by Byzantine thinkers.

There is no doubt that ancient logic, and more specfically Aristotle’s
syllogistic, was taught extensively throughout the Byzantine era as a prelim-
inary to more theoretical studies. This is amply attested not only by bio-
graphical information concerning the logical education of eminent Byzantine
figures, but also by the substantial number of surviving Byzantine manu-
scripts of Aristotle’s logical writings, in particular Aristotle’sPrior Analytics,
and of the related Byzantine scholia, paraphrases, and logical treatises. In
fact, the predominance in Byzantium of Aristotle’s logic is so undisputed
that, even when Byzantine scholars suggest changes in Aristotelian syllogis-
tic, or attempt to incorporate into it other ancient logical traditions, they
consider these alterations only as minor improvements on the Aristotelian
system. Nevertheless, Byzantine authors are not all unanimous as to the
importance of the study of Aristotle’s logic, and more generally, as to
the importance of any kind of logical training. There is plenty of evidence
that, in different periods of Byzantine history, some Byzantine philosophers
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and theologians stress that, when it comes to theology, we should not rely on
logical arguments, whereas others insist that we should avail ourselves of
logic either in the exposition of Christian dogmas or even in the attempt to
prove their truth.

This certainly is a vast topic and, of course, I do not intend to discuss here
all the periods of the history of this debate about the signficance and use of
logical or logically trained reasoning. Instead, I shall focus on the fourteenth
century, and I shall try to present the different attitudes towards logic
espoused by the Byzantine authors of the time. I choose this period because
in the fourteenth century all the various attitudes to the topic have their
famous advocates, and because by this time most views have been articulated
in a clear and relatively sophisticated way. There are, though, many authors
of the fourteenth century who are concerned about this issue and investigate
the implications of the various positions in their philosophical and theo-
logical treatises. For this reason, I have decided to limit my topic yet further
and to present only an exposition of the views on logic of three fourteenth
century Byzantine scholars who played a particularly important role in the
debate, namely Nikephoros Gregoras (1290/3-1358/61), Barlaam of Calabria
(¢.1290-1348), and Gregory Palamas (c.1296-1359). Even in the case of these
three authors, however, I shall concentrate on some of their writings only;
after all, many of them are still unedited. Hence, the texts I mainly draw my
evidence from are Gregoras’ Florentios and Antirrhetika I, Barlaam’s first
and second letters to Palamas, Palamas’ first letter to Gregory Akindynos
and his first and second letters to Barlaam.

It is true that these specific texts, as well as the intellectual milieu of the
fourteenth century, have been discussed extensively on diferent occasions in
modern times. Nevertheless, when modern scholars comment on the disputes
between Gregoras, Barlaam, and Palamas, they rarely focus on the contro-
versy over the importance and use of ancient logical theories; rather, their
attention is principally drawn by the theological issues arising from the
Hesychast debate, in which these Byzantine thinkers were protagonists' By
contrast, I shall put aside the theological issues involved here, as well as their
impact on the attempts to bring about the Union of the Churches. Nor will 1
examine the political background of these disputes; it may seem surprising for
us, and also extremely interesting, that at the time discussions on logic were
sometimes held in front of the emperor and had important consequences for
the relations between the Byzantine state and the Latin West, but this is not
my topic. My own aim is to study what these Byzantine authors claim
concerning the significance of Aristotelian syllogistic, why and how they

! The Hesychast debate was the second stage in the controversy between Gregoras, Barlaam,
and Palamas; it concerned, briefly stated, the method of prayer and contemplation of the
Byzantine monks, who were claiming to be able to achieve communion with God through inner
quietude and silence (ovyia). See e.g. Tafrali (1913: 170-203); MeyendodT (1964: 134-56);
Christoforides (1993).
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defend such claims, and what use, if any, they actually make of Aristotle’s
logic.

To start with, let us first examine Nikephoros Gregoras’ position on the
importance and use of ancient logic, drawing our evidence mainly from two
of his works; namely, the dialogue Florentios, written around 1330 against
Barlaam, and the Antirrhetika I, written before 1347 against Palamas.

Gregoras in these works claims that logic is just a word-play for mediocre
minds, since Aristotelian syllogisms are nothing more than instruments
which actually prove inadequate to help us reach the transcendental reality
of theological truths; and he even compares Aristotelian syllogisms to the
rudder of a ship which someone keeps at home, imagining himself thus to be a
captain, or with the plectrum of a lyre, which makes someone think he is a
musician.? For, according to Gregoras, the kind of knowledge we acquire
through logic is not knowledge of the real things; rather, logic may only
provide us with knowledge of the sensible objects which are mere images of
reality and not reality itself (Antirrh. 12. 4. 291. 14: elxéva éxeivov kal ovk
ékeivo), just like the myths of the poets which are never true but onlyfiction
(Flor. 965-7: vdapata 10s ainfelas). After all, Gregoras points out,
Aristotle himself suggested that the conclusions derived from his two main
types of syllogisms, namely the dialectical and the demonstrative syllogisms,
are subject to doubt; on the one hand, dialectical syllogisms have premisses
which may be true, but they may also be false, since they are nothing more
than probable or commonly held beliefs, and on the other hand, demonstra-
tive syllogisms are based on principles which are not themselves demon-
strated, but are formulated on the basis of an inductive reasoning which
has as its starting-point the observation of sensible objects, that is, mere
images and not the real things?

2 Flor. 932-41 (cf. Corresp. 197. 24-30): *AXa. TavTa uév, Ntkayégas enol, T4 TV
O‘U)\)\O’)/LO‘}L&)V 877/\(157], xaueomovs  Swavolas €7TLKT777(1 eﬂ'e(pvket K(IL‘ V019(1
syKa)\)\wﬂ'Lo,uaTa ooyava vae Twa TOUTA ﬂegouKaow a\ov Xagw omovop,ov,usva ol
& ’ITa)\OL Kal OO'OL kaTékelvovs TV 77)5‘ madelas wgo@v@wv akoqu BaKTv)\zp yevopevm
KCLL /J.’Y]SO/\UJg €7TL Vof)v avaBLﬁaaa‘uevm éTov xaow Ta T’?]S 7'6)(]/7]9 7TQO7T(IL8€U€()'0(1L X070,
TOUTOLS ‘LLOVOLS €V€,uswav 0L7]9€VT€§ évrevber GXGLV 7'0 mav, waﬂ'eg av el Tis evo,ut{sv
doLoTos elvat vews KuBegriTys, 6Tt TSAALOV olKkoL eKTnaaTo 7) 6TL TAKTOV ,uovamos‘

3 Antirrh. 12. 4 289. 22— 291 11 (cf. Flor. 978 92) Avoiv bvrow ov)\)\owop,ow OLg TV
aywwéowsvwv ol mhelovs KGXO’Y]VT(IL 7707'6@0) ToUTWY SLBws cavtév, Oloa yag €K TOU
He@marov viv avaréwr, ws ’AQLO‘TOTE)\V]S‘ €V T® 7TQ(UT(U S ’AWOSELKTLK”I)S‘, ,m’] ELV(IL
’TOV BLa/\eKTLKOV GUAOYLOUOV ewmrr]p,nv (pnm s 'ya@ av ein e'n'wrn,ufr] 7] ’T’Y]V LO‘XUV
o,uoww ego €K(17'EQO. KEKTn,uew;, em TE TV 70U z/:evéovs Snx\aén Kal Tis a/\nﬁecas
ava‘roon"qv "Emeita, o008 v €7TLO‘T77},LOVLK’Y]V elvar go”qaw ambdeéw, 0v5’ avTy
ye 87}7TOU0€V ava,ugow/i"qﬂpw BLSwm Kexgﬁof)m ate emlycuymoig TLo Ko,uyam
ﬂooﬁa)\)\ovon T® VO Ta peoma KaL KaHEKaoTa Kal ToUTO 7TOLOUO'T] Ve €,LL7TELQL(1V KaL
kafbrov vaat‘)goto‘y.ov els eldn cha VO'r]Ta TV e§w0€v elsdIwy K(u TOTWY Kaﬁaﬂ'eg év
BLB/\L(,U ™ (pawrama ELSw)\a yao Kkal pevdh )\auﬁavwv €VT€1)9€V o Vovg, TS qv €XOL
Wooevea(?m 77005‘ a/\nﬁetav ws‘ Kwdvvelew goL TOV ueTéwgov ékeivov kal lewgnTikdy voUY
pavraciov elvar kal GvoyTailvovTa vovy.
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Therefore, Gregoras concludes, a puriied and true intellect (Antirrh. 12. 4.
293. 6: 6 Kabagos kal aindiys vovs) in the state of grace has no need of
Aristotle’s syllogisms. For there is no doubt that the logician uses deceitful
methods (Flor. 964-5: wefbddovs amarnlas) and sophisms (Antirrh. 2. 4.
287. 12: coplopata), in order to charm (4ntirrh. 12. 3. 285. 28: caynvm)
those who are uninitiated, and to confuse them Antirrh. I 2. 4. 287. 12:
oUyxvats), and at worst to lead them to blasphemous conclusions Antirrh.
I2.3.283. 6: Braognua). In addition, Gregoras uses a powerful and
elaborate metaphor to illustrate his anti-logical position: as Ikaros was
mistaken to think that with his wings he would be able tofly close to the
sun, in the same way those who believe that they may use logic as an
instrument to find out something about God and his attributes are danger-
ously deluded.?

Gregoras is consistent, throughout his work, in adopting a negative atti-
tude towards Aristotelian syllogistic. And it is worthwhile to underline that
this particular stance on the importance and use of ancient logic comes from
someone who enthusiastically studied and promoted the study of ancient
philosophical theories, of astronomy and mathematics? indeed, from some-
one who is rightly regarded as one of the most important representatives of
the Byzantine Renaissance and a forerunner of the Renaissance in the West®
However, Gregoras’ rejection of logic in a way does not come as a surprise;
for he believed that, by criticizing the use of logic, he was criticizing the Latin
theologians who extensively used Aristotle’s syllogisms. Thus, when the
papal legates visited Constantinople in 1334 to negotiate the Union of the
Churches, Gregoras addressed in a public speech the issue of the harmful
consequences brought about by the use of Aristotelian syllogistic, in the hope
of persuading the Byzantines not to take part in discussions with the Latin
theologians.” And it has been interestingly suggested that the fact that Gre-

4 Antirrh. 12.3. 281. 1-14 (cf. Corresp. 189. 1-8): ’A/\/\d T4 T€ éi/\/\a SLaTrogﬁlueﬁovm Tais

Y akoaLs ToV [J,aKOOV 8a/\Lxevov7€s Xgovov OL [.LU@OL Kal 577 KaL IKaQov TWoS
vﬂ'o;wn,u,ara exo,u,ev é adTaw, ws ern@v;uyaecev o ,uaﬂuog TTEQWY, €mel ) eﬁow\ero

7]7’6 ynv eszog ér. matew, 6 8¢ kal (pvoews vﬂ'egoow. SLa Hoacovg meovetiay 1]87]
émober kal 171/ TavTa e<p08La Tavdol opalegd kal mEOowW, 1) WOTE Kal CwPEovolYTOS €lvat
dokewv. Tys o,umas Tolvuy KaKoBou)\[ag efwu SOK&) pot kal, 6meg 6 ﬁaQuSa[;uuV 0VT0S
éoydleTan T'f],uegov HT€0(L yao kal adTOS ov/\/\oyLaTLKwV nfev a7roS€t§6wv
K7]007T)\<1077)cas‘ undauy w’;‘r adT® pnTE 7'77 vmobécet 7700077;(01/7(1 TETONUY KEV
éplmracbar 7o) TENAyeL THS az/xaua*rov feodoyias O avaidis, odk €ldws, ws, VpwinoeTal
v 6 pératos kal Twv felwv s ékknoias meayudTwy Katfpbvwy Teav@S KaTOXNGETAL
Tobmous &g ToLs auyxweolvTos feod kal 0N aeL Tov 0obvov adTod ws €l vEPEADY KaTA TOV
avTod maTéga SuéBolov.

> Guilland (1926: 77-89, 194-227, 271-85).

® Tatakis (1949: 256); Guilland (1926 295).

7 This event is powerfully narrated by Gregoras himself, who in his voluminous history
undertook to describe in detail the troublesome years of the hlstory of Byzantlum between 1204
and 1359. Hist. 507 19-508. 3: a)\/\wg T€ Kal Tols SLa)\eyo,U,eVOLs‘ ogyavov GLV(IL Vomgeﬂu TOV
ov)\)\oywp,ov els 7-771/ ToU 7TQOK€L,U.€VOU K(IT(IO'KEU’V]V kabdmeg Tnv oKomaw]V T® OKATAVEL
KaL 7'771/ KT TQ ﬂ)\eovn o KaL 77'(1@ avTOLs 3¢ TOLS ’ITaots, emeg a)\)\o L Uﬂ'ovSaCo,uevov
{opev, évTavdol 8¢ XWav 0UK €xew €V{OKOLEY TOV GUANOYLOULOV, OUTE TOV KT émMLoTNUNY



The Anti-Logical Movement 223

goras rejected Aristotle’s logic, always stressing its systematic use by his
contemporary Latins, had such an effect on the Byzantine attitude towards
Aristotle that, in their disputes about Aristotelianism and Platonism, Byzan-
tine scholars after Gregoras conceived of Aristotle’s philosophy mainly
through the filter of Western scholasticism, rather than by consulting directly
the evidence found in the ancient tradition®

There is, however, a further reason which seems to have prompted Gre-
goras’ strong opposition to Aristotelian syllogistic; namely, Gregoras wished
to follow in this matter the early Church Fathers, who dismissed logical
studies following a tradition to be found among Neoplatonists. For instance,
such an attitude towards logic can be found in Gregory of Nazianzus’ thirty-
second Oratio,” in which he characterizes nearly all ancient philosophical
traditions as epidemic diseases, which have managed to infect even the
members of the Christian Church. In particular, Gregory claims that those
who depend on Aristotle’s methods, or for that matter on Chrysippus’
syllogisms, in order to acquire true knowledge are really mediocre minds;
they can only be saved if they realize how weak logical demonstrations are in
comparison to God’s grace.'”

In fact, this distinction between the knowledge we acquire through logic
and the true knowledge which is based on God’s grace reminds us of the
Neoplatonist doctrine of dialectic as a form of knowledge of the principles of
reality which goes beyond what can be captured in discursive reasoning.
Indeed, Plotinus stresses in his treatise on dialectic (Enn. 1. 3. 4-5), a distinc-
tion between dialectic (StalexTikn) and logic (r9v Aeyouévmy loyikn
moaypaTelav); according to this distinction, dialectic is not an instrument
(6¢yavov) which deals with isolated theorems or statements and the logical
relations between them but it is the most valuable part of philosophy
(gou\ooogmag ,ueoos 70 Tl{uwov), since it is concerned with real being (regt
TO OV Kal TO TLWwTaTov) whereas logic simply deals with sentences and
syllogisms (egi mpoTdoewy kal culoyiouwv), and therefore is superficial
in the sense that its scope merely is what we say about things and easily leads
to preoccupation with petty precisions of speech. And, of course, there are
more Plotinean passages, for instance about the inadequacy of discourse in
understanding reality, which seem to have influenced, on this particular

Kal QmodekTIKY, 0UTE uNY TOV KATQ TNV SalekTikNY Téxyy, TeQl T€ ol Kal TOY TS
felas kal {wagxikis ToLados Ths (yTHoews oloms.

8 Tatakis (1949: 257-8).

° Gregoras repeatedly refers to Gregory of Nazianzus® doctrines and discusses his negative
attitude towards logic; see e.g. Hist. 508. 12, 510. 21-2, 511. 20, 513. 4, 518. 14.

10 PG 36. 2018 (cf. PG 36. 204ch): ‘0 8€ 6Xiyos éotl T’))]V SLdvotav, Kal ﬂévng 7'7‘71/ )/)\&)Trav,
Kou Ol)K of«Ss )\oywv aroocpag, naag T€ gopaw kal alviypara, Kal Tag vaowvog
évotdoers, 77 scpegets, 7) aVTLHEUELg, Kal TV XQUO'L7T7TOU ov/\/\oyw,uwv Tas Stalvoets, 77
TV AOLO"TO’TE)\OUS‘ Tewiv ™Y K(lKO’T€XVLaV i 7'7]5 H)\aTa)VOg evy)\wTTLag Td
‘)/01]7'61)[.1,(170, ol KAKDS. els 7171/ *Exxlyoiay mu,wv ewegonoav cuan-eo ALvarﬂaKaL TWES
uaaﬂ'yes‘ "Exel kai oVTos 0fev owfy. Kai dia Tivwr gnudrwv, O08év Tis xbgiros
TAOVGLTEQOY.
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topic, the early Church Fathers as well as Gregoras. For example, inEnnead
5.5. 1 Plotinus talks about the true intellect (rov 4An67 vovv) which has true
knowledge, since it would be impossible for the intellect not to be intelligent,
that is to lack understanding; and this true knowledge of the intellect cannot
be acquired, according to Plotinus, through logical demonstrations or sense-
perception, for what is thus known is simply a mere image of reality and not
reality itself (elwAov a7t kal 0Ok adTd Tomeayua)."!

Yet Plotinus, and much more so his student Porphyry, did accept for logic
a propaedeutic role,”> which Gregoras never recognizes; as far as he is
concerned, logical studies should be altogether dismissed, and logical theory
should be regarded as completely useless. Many of his contemporaries,
however, including Barlaam and Palamas, adopt a more complex attitude
towards logic; for they both believe that logic is indeed useful, though it has
its limitations, but they come to express quite diferent views as to the limits of
the use of logic.

There seems to have been a long tradition in Byzantium of philosophers and
theologians who were in agreement concerning the use of logic in defending
Christian dogmas either against the pagans or against the heretics. As the
fifth-century historian Socrates tellingly reports in his Historia ecclesiastica,
the Christians adopted right from the beginning an eclectic attitude towards
Greek paideia; that is to say, they rejected certain aspects of pagan philoso-
phy and appropriated others, like for example logic. And he even specfies the
reason why the Christians should study and use logic, employing the
following vivid illustration: one should always try to use the same weapons
as one’s enemy, because in this way it becomes much easier to destroy the
enemy.'? In fact, the positive attitude towards ancient logical theories is often
made explicit in the works of eminent Byzantine thinkers. For instance,
during the ninth century, it can be found in the letters and philosophical
writings of Photios, who underlines the importance of the role of logic in the
search for true knowledge.14 Later on, in the eleventh and twelfth century,

"I The obvious influence of this text on Gregoras’ work becomes even more evident, when one
notices the similarities in the specific wording which Plotinus uses and Gregoras faithfully adopts.
See e.g. eldrwv kal TOmwy (Antirrh. 12.4.291. 8 = Enn. 5. 5. 1. 17-18); dvoyraivovra vovv
(Antirrh. 12.4.291. 11 = Enn. 5. 5. 1. 3); &\n@ns vovs (Antirrh. 12.4.293.6 = Enn. 5. 5. 1. 1).

12 Seee.g. Enn. 1.3. 4. 18-23.

3 PG 67. 4208-4218: ‘H ‘EMmuiky) maidevats, ovTe magd 7od X0LoTod, 0UTe TaQd TV
> e ; ’e 1 e s v s , v ¢
avToY nat TRV, 1 WS 06077,'1/67)/0’7'05‘ 585X077,‘7) ws NEWLB/\(IB(’/Y}S €éefAnbn, Kat TOUTO, WS
NyoUuaL, OUK amQovonTws €moinaay, ITodot yapTwv map EXoL pilocopnoavTwy, ov
pakgav Tov yvavar Tov Oedv éyévovto. Kau ydo kal meds Tovs amgovonolav elgdyovras,
olov’Emucougiovs, 1) AAws é9LaoTikoUs, WeTd RS AoyLkhs €’7TLG’T?/7M7]5‘ yewalws dmiyrnoav,
™ duabiav adT@v GvaTeémovTes * Kal SLa TOUTWY TAV AOywv, xQeLddels wev Tois
v eboéPetav dyamdol karéornoav... OO ugy Téamy diddokoval oyikhy, meos TO
Svvacfar admavtav Tois Bovdopévolrs TH AMpfela  mooomolepelv. Zpbddga  Se

kaTamolepnodvTal of moréutot, dTav Tols adT@Y dmots xodeda kat avTO.

14 See e.g. Ep. 290. 64-71: olkou eV yag uévovty 1 xagleooa TV Ndovy megLemAéreTo
Téoyis, TV pavbavovTwy 6&vTL TOV TOVOY, TNV CTOUSHY TAV éTEQWTWVTWY, TNV TNV
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Michael Psellos'> and his pupil John Italos'® repeatedly advocate the system-
atic use of logic—to such a degree that Italos’ pupil Eustratios of Nicaea
considered it appropriate to state that even Christ had argued with the help of
Aristotelian syllogisms.!”

In a similar spirit Gregory Palamas points out that we should make use of
Aristotle’s logic in order to rebut the ancient philosophers, just as we use the
poison which we take from the snakes to produce medical drugs against their
own bites.'"® And Barlaam of Calabria also claims that he uses an argument
ad impossibile in order to refute the Latin theologians, who should therefore
accept that their reasoning is untenable, since by their own logical standards
it ends up in absurdities.'” However, the most interesting issue with regard
to the use of logic, which both Barlaam and Palamas extensively discuss in
their writings, is not how to use logic for defending the Christian dogmas
against the views of the pagans and the heretics; what is mainly at issue
between them is whether logical methods can actually be used to prove
Christian dogmas, that is, whether logic is of any help in our attempt to
acquire knowledge of God and of his attributes. This specfic question
constitutes part of a more general and quite controversial problem, which
has been raised again and again throughout the centuries both in the East and
in the West, namely the problem of the relation in Christianity between faith
and reason. And on this particular issue Palamas and Barlaam advocate very
different views.

But before we look closer at Barlaam’s and Palamas’ corflicting positions
on the use of Aristotle’s logic in theology, some brief preliminary remarks are

TV meoTSLaeyouévwy, ST DY 1) TEOS TO ,u,'r] pao“ra wagayeo‘ﬂm kaTagTileTal 'yva);uy, TV
TaLs /J.U,O’T][JLO,TLKCLLS oxo)\(ug /\eﬂ"rvvop,evwv 71]1/ Stavoiav, TV TAis )\oyu«us M€9080L§
IxvevovTwy TO aAnés, T@wv Tols felots Aoylois (Buvouévwr TOV voiv TedS eVoéPetay, 6 T@Y
ANV amavTwy Umdoyer movwy 6 kKagmbs.

15 See e.g. Sathas v. 447: 76 ydg cuMoyileabal, ddedpé, olTe Sbypa éoti Tis éxrhnalas
&b ToLov, 0UTe Béois Tis TV KkaTh gprlocoplas Tagadoos, GAN ) wévov doyavov dinbelas
kal {nTovpévov modypaTos €vgeots.

% e.g. in the part of the Synodikon which anathematizes Italos, thefifth article (209—13) makes
clear Italos’ interest in using logic for theological purposes: Tois un mioTer kafod rkal amAy
Kal 6doYUxw Kagdla T4 Tob TwThgos HudY kai Ocod kal TS dxedvTov adTov TekoUoms
Seamolvys Mudv kal feoTdrov kal TV dowmdv dylwv éfaloia fadpata Sexouévors, da
TEWUEVOLS ATodelfeat kal AdyoLs CopLoTLrols WS AdUvaTa StaBdlew, 7 kaTa TO Sokovy
adTols magegunretew kal kata Ty Idlav yrduny cuvioTay, dvabeua.

" The last two of Eustratios’ twenty-four propositions, which are edited by Joannou (1952:
34), clearly show his strong conviction for the propriety of using Aristotle’s syllogistic in
theology: ry'. "O‘rc ) &Vatg(iw Wy Téxvns TOV Aéyov Kol TS émoTHuns TRV émixelonow,
08@ wgo/ﬂawwv ;wrrv]v eoei kal Tod Oeod 'yeved@m Y ohokwow. k. OTL TavTax0D TV
L'quuv ral felwv doylwv 6 XoioTds Uv/\/\oyclerat aQLoTOTE/\LKws

Ep. Bar. B’ §37. 281 15 19: EL 8¢ Ta)v ev TadTy [ie. ev aﬂ'oéagﬂ] T Xga;]m,uov N,
0av,ua07-ov 0U8év" Kal magd TV ogoewv ya@ ot T X()’Y]GTOV (pao,uakov muv aX ave/\ovm
Kal SLG)\OUGL Kal CUCKEVAOOUEVOLs Kal xQnoauevols oOv Aoyw katd Tov éxelvwy
SnypbTw.

Y EGT 63 6 ngp,(u yag (Il)T‘I] TAQAKATIOW KATA TV SL aSUvaTou Aeyouévmy 56L§LV
(17T(1’)/0JV ™Y eKewwv Oeaw eLs TOLOUTOV 7 advvarov. SGL yag TaS TV mEoodlareyouévmy
0éoeis els ToravTa dmdyew, 4 kal adTols OpoloyeiTal elval advvaTa.
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needed to set up the context of their controversy?° First, both Barlaam and
Palamas know logic well. Barlaam comes to Greece from the humanist milieu
of Italy, where Aristotle’s syllogistic is studied with great diligence, and often
accuses his contemporaries in Constantinople of ignorance in logical
theory.?! Palamas, on the other hand, was taught logic by no other than
Theodore Metochites, and he is reported to have been admired for his logical
competence when he was young??

Second, the controversy starts with Palamas’ objections to Barlaam’s
treatises against the papal legates, namely the Dominican bishops Francesco
da Camerino and Richard of England, who came to Constantinople in 1334
to discuss the issue of the filioque.”® In his Antilatin Treatises,>* Barlaam
argues that the syllogisms used by the Latins are neither demonstrative nor
dialectical; they are not demonstrative, because nothing can be demonstrated
about God, while they are not dialectical, because their premisses are dis-
puted by the theologians of the Eastern Church?® Therefore, Barlaam con-
cludes, it may be possible to produce commonly accepted dialectical
syllogisms about God’s attributes, but we cannot have certain knowledge
of God. Palamas wishes to challenge this general claim, since it could easily
lead to relativism and the different theological schools would thus have no
way to demonstrate the truth of their doctrines?® According to Palamas,

20 For detailed information about the historical events which led to thefirst episode in the
Palamas—Barlaam controversy, see e.g. Meyendodf 1953; Sinkewicz 1980.

2l See e.g. Tafrali (1913: 174-7); Schiro (1959: 7-9); Polemis (1964: 51-2).

22 See e.g. Christou (1959: 108); MeyendorT (1953: 98-9; 1964: 28-9).

3 For a precise chronology of the papal legates’ visit to Constantinople, cf. Sinkewicz (1980).

24 Barlaam’s twenty-one Antilatin Treatises, which were presented before the Imperial Court
and the Patriarchal Synod in thefirst half of 1335 (cf. Sinkewicz 1980: 489-94), have survived in
many MSS (cf. Meyendoxff 1953: 103 n. 3; Sinkewicz 1982: 184 n. 12), but unfortunately they are
still unedited. Any references to them here are based not on the close reading of the MSS, but on
scattered evidence about them found in the secondary literature. They are numbered here
according to their order in the MS tradition, which is given by Sinkewicz (1981: 187-9) in his
inventory of Barlaam’s works.

5 It is interesting to see how Barlaam himself describes the aim and method of his treatises
against the Latins. EG I 920-30: 6pdv éywye ws adtvatov éotw éxaotov Tév U7 adTdY
ywopuévawy gvAoyLop@Y ﬂQoXGLQwé,uevov c’waoxev&aaL, 6’77’ éiﬂ'etgov yao v ovvéﬁn Tovs
\byous yevea@m eoKex//ap,nv TWS av em vl Ny § a‘IT(IVT(lS avaaKevaoaL (ko Setf(u OVTag
coplopata). ewowv odv Suvatov ¢ ov TOUTOU TUXew el Tis olds T em «Secfat TOUS €K€LV(UV
Gv)\)\oym;,wvs uiTe SLa)\eKTLKOUS ovras pnTe aﬂ'oBELK‘rcKOUs‘ a)\)\a TO ;,Lev wy ewaL avTovs
SLaNeKTLKOVS TTQOXEWOTATOV TV ot S€iéar SmAddoavTL wovov ws & Aappdvovaw émions nuiv
dupiopyTeiTar 7o ocvumegdopary. TO 8¢ un elvar dmoSetkTikovs ddvvaTov SAws Ay
ééedéyéar auyxwenoarti Suvatdv elvar dmodeikTiks éml Tav felwvovioyicachal.

It is important to note the characteristic title which Palamas gave to his own treatises
against the Latin theologians: Aéyot dmodetxTicol dVo megl Tis éxmogevoews Tov ‘Aylov
1T vezﬁ,u,aﬂros. These two treatises, which are usually referred to asApodictic Treatises, were most
probably written during the second half of 1335 (cf. Sinkewicz 1980: 494-8), i.e. before Palamas
and Barlaam started their correspondence; they deal mainly with the theological issue of the
filioque, rather than with the use of logical demonstrations in theology (cf. Meyendoff 1964: 44;
Podskalsky 1977: 150-1). It seems that Akindynos had already objected to the use of
‘GmodeunTirds’ in their title, and Palamas attempts to respond to him on this issue in hisfirst
letter (cf. Ep. Ak. A’ §13.217. 8-11).
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logical demonstrations should indeed be used to prove the Christian dogmas
about God’s attributes, so that there would be really solid grounds on
which to rebut the Latin theses, like for instance the thesis about the pro-
cession of the Holy Spirit” It therefore becomes clear how the Palamas—
Barlaam dispute, having grown out of an important theological issue,
soon turned into a question concerning the use of Aristotelian logic in
theology.

Third, there is a parallel discussion at the same time in the West, develop-
ing around Thomas Aquinas’ thesis that sacred theology is a demonstrative
science based on principles which are not self-evident, but revealed by God.
Although Aquinas’ Summa contra Gentiles and Summa Theologica were only
later translated into Greek by Demetrios and Prochoros Kydones, Barlaam is
probably well-informed about these works and often expresses his disap-
proval of what he regards as Aquinas’ exaggerated rationalism?®

Fourth, since this chapter is only concerned with Barlaam’s and Palamas’
views on the method which should be followed for acquiring some under-
standing of God’s essence and of his attributes, the texts I draw my evidence
from, in what follows, belong to the early stages of the Barlaam—Palamas
controversy. That is to say, I mainly focus on the letters which Barlaam and
Palamas exchanged directly or through their common friend Gregory Akin-
dynos; they all date from the period 1336-77° when the interlocutors were
still on reasonably good terms with each other™

2T Ep. Ak. A'§8.211.26-212. 11: T{ pev ydo éo7i ebs, 008els marmoTe 7w € poovolivTwy
01’}'7" efﬂ'ev oi)'T’ e’éﬂ"]ﬂ]cev, ovT e’vev(maev. "OTL 8¢ €oTu Beods Kol 371 efs‘ €oTL Kkal 7L ot’)x év
éoTikal 6Tt T’)’]V ToL48a 0Vy vwegﬁeBnKe Kal moAN €Tega TGOV TEQL OLU’TOV Oewoov‘uevwv €oTe
Cnﬂ'ncat TE KaL amodeifad. EL yag un TG.UTCL ovBe ‘LLG.BGLV kos ot Tu 7T€QL Beov EL ¢
uav(ﬂavo,u,ev K(IL énrov,uev Kal TovTo waoa TOV ev eld6TWY Kal emofap,evwv Ta uev doa
70U feod ywwokeTal, Ta 8¢ (nTeiTal, €07t § d Kal dmodelkvuTal, €Tega 8¢ elow dmeowonTa
Wém'n Kal c’wefegezﬁw;fa : Tgé‘rrog yevfoews, ékmogevoews, Telelas dua kal dvexpou
T‘Y]’TOU ﬂgoe)\evaews, aSLaLQe‘rov T€E [iy,a Kkal Telelas Staip€oews, kal T ANwy wy dud
mloTews €7TLO'7'7]‘LLOV(,U§ éxopev.

28 There is no doubt that Barlaam criticizes Aqulnas in some of hlsAntz/atm T T eames as for
instance in his Antilatin Treatise 16: ITpos Tovs moéofets. Kown qrvackevn TavTWY TV
cuMoytoudv, ods éxtifevtar of Aativol megl Ti)s ékmogeloews Tov dylov TvelbpaTos
(cf. Sinkewicz 1982: 194-5). It is also the case that his Antilatin Treatise 13 has the title: Kata
Owud éyovros 87t katd podva T mds TL Sapégovay ANMAwY Ta feia mebowma (cf.
Sinkewicz 1981: 188). However, modern scholars disagree about the extent of Barlaam’s know-
ledge of Aquinas’ works; that is to say, Schiro(1959: 10-13) and Podskalsky (1977: 140) claim
that Barlaam seems to have known Aquinas’ writings well, whereas Sinkewicz compares some of
Barlaam’s discussions of Aquinas’ views with Aquinas’ own texts, and concludes (1982: 195 n. 56)
that Barlaam’s knowledge of the Summa Theologica and the Summa contra Gentiles was minimal
and restricted to what was provided for him by his Latin opponents.

2 For a more precise chronology of these letters, see e.g. Meyendoff (1953: 104); Sinkewicz
(1980; 1982: 183-8).

e.g. in his first letter to Akindynos, Palamas shows great respect for Barlaam s zeal for
knowledge Ep. Ak A’ §4 206. 10-16: Zv &¢ eowrnoag ,uera Tns '}/L’)/VO‘LLGVY]S smemaas TE
o,uov Kal wagov]o‘tag, ,ua)\)\ov 8¢ (pt)\o,uat‘)ﬂas, wnade K(u SLSaSov Hpas S yoauuarwv Tnv TeE
So.fav TOU aV8Qog Kal TOV GKOTOV TV yeyoap,u,evwv OUT(,U TOV ‘uev ovv aooue@a
kal el Ndovijs dmov T( yag moT Av dAXo mEoodbKLuoY MUY €l Tap Gvdos dkoiBovs
eboefelas mow T éveykovoav dmolmdvTos; And Barlaam ends his second letter to
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Let us turn now to the specific views propounded by Barlaam and Palamas on
the topic of the use of Aristotelian syllogisms in theology; they are, bridly
stated, the following: Both Barlaam and Palamas follow Pseudo-Dionysius,
when they claim that it is not possible to contemplate God himself or his
essence through logical reasoning?! However, they offer different interpret-
ations of Pseudo-Dionysius’ position in this matter, when they attempt to
specify the degree and the way in which Aristotle’s syllogistic may help us to
understand at least something about God’s attributes> Barlaam claims that
we have demonstrative science neither of God himself nor of his attributes,
but that we can know God’s attributes by using dialectical syllogisms, which
are based on the doctrines of scripture and the divinely inspired theories of
ancient philosophers about the created world. Thus, according to Barlaam,
although dialectical syllogisms do not give us knowledge of God’s essence,
they are indispensable in preparing the soul in its dfort to grasp God through
intuition in contemplation, on the condition that they are grounded in the
appropriate premisses, for instance those provided by divinely inspired an-
cient philosophers.** Palamas, on the other hand, agrees that neither demon-
strative nor dialectical syllogisms yield any knowledge of God himself, but he
insists that we can acquire knowledge of God’s attributes through demon-
strative syllogisms, and not through dialectical ones; moreover, he makes
clear that these demonstrative syllogisms are based only on the revealed
wisdom of the Christian Fathers. Palamas, therefore, underlines that it is
faith and grace, not the rationality of pagan philosophy, which plays
the significant role in our attempt to grasp God himself who transcends

Palamas, by expressing the hope that their disagreement can easily be resolved.EG III 791-6: T{
ért 8La(pegép¢e(9a, & Beaméaoie SéomoTa; Vg Tivos lovmov 6 Hegp,t‘)s {MAos Kai fy é¢ adTod
whxm; kal yao Tapd adTd TaDTE é0Tw, 6TL 00y DTEQ TV éuny wovov, AN ATADS Kal VTTEQ
maoay amodelélv ot & Oela, 0VKoDY cuupWYODEY; ayaTav &p’ AANAoUs wbvov xo1) ws
TAUTA TEQL TV ADTWY PQOVODVTAS, 0D PLAOVELKELV.

31 Both Palamas and Barlaam often refer in their letters to Pseudo-Dionysius’ doctrines. See
e.g. Palamas, Ep. Ak. A’'§11. 215. 3-6; Ep. Bar. A’ §18. 235.2-3;§22. 237. 19-20; Ep. Bar. B §10.
265.27-266.1;§11.266.16-17;§20. 271. 26-8; 272. 1-5; §22.273. 12-13;§31. 278. 10-11; §45. 285.
12-19; Barlaam, EG I 49-50, 232-3, 370-2, 440-3, 780-1; EG 111 176-8, 309-11, 350-2, 478-81.
For instance, the following passage from Pseudo- Dionysius treatiseDe dzvmzs nommzbus isat the
centre of the Palamas—Barlaam debate PG 3 872A: Kal SLa vaosws‘ o @eos ‘yLVwO'K€TG.L Kal
Sua avacnas, ral eo‘rw avTov vbmous, K(u )\oyos, Kal emarn,u,n, ral ewaqon, Kal aw@nms,
kal 86¢a, kal pavracia, kal dvoua, kal d\\a TavTa, Kal 0UTE VOEiTAL, 0UTE AéyeTal, 0UTE
dvoudlera.

32 Modern scholars have diverging views as to whether Palamas’ or Barlaam’s interpretation
of Pseudo-Dionysius writings is in agreement with the true spirit of his doctrines. See e.g.
Me‘?/endorﬁ“(1964 132-3, 204-5); Giagazoglou (1994: 48— 52)

EG II1263-72 (cf EG I1826-45; EG 11T 245 6) Hav‘uamovs 8¢ katl me wna,u,evovs‘ TaQA
feod oo GEITOV TOVS PLA0GOPOUS, 0D) ATADS, AAG KaT adTO ToUTO TO 00fds Stoglcaada,
7is ,ue‘v o cpvau«‘)s Kal Sogaonkés, T7is &6 MaHnMaTLKbS Kal dmodeikTirbs, T[g & 6 vmég
’TOUTOUS‘ Kol Geohoyog 671 oUy 0 80 aﬂ'oéagews Ta ovTa ;Le‘raSLa)Ka)v a o Sua VOEOOU
cpun-og TOlS ermes eweq-vxnxwg VO’Y]TOLs ou ;mv a)\)\a Kcu év ofs av 77 meol Heov 1] meQl
‘rwv avrov wgoonv 7 wegc 7TOOVOL(15' 7) meQl aoeva %) meQl a)\)\ov TOU va ToLoUTWY 000dS
AmepnvavTo, oK €xw dTws 0D Oelov WTLOUOV AiTLOV TOD TOLOUTOU Tyy1)COLAL.
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rationality>* It is only later that Palamas further develops his views on the
knowledge of God, and introduces a twofold epistemological theory,
according to which we contemplate God himself through illumination, but
understand God’s activities with reason.

To better understand these two opposing attitudes towards the use of
Aristotelian syllogisms, let us look closer at the arguments Barlaam and
Palamas actually use to support them. And let us first examine at least
some of Palamas’ arguments, since the whole controversy starts with his

objections to Barlaam’s writings against the Latins?”

1. According to Aristotle (e.g. Top. Al 100*27-100°23), the premisses of
demonstrative syllogisms are true, whereas those of dialectical syllogisms are
only generally accepted, and thus they are merely probable. Christian the-
ology uses demonstrative syllogisms, because the principles on which theo-
logical arguments are based are necessary and unchangeable, being revealed
by God.*®

2. According to Aristotle again (e.g. An. post. A2 71°16-25), demonstra-
tive syllogisms are the only kind of syllogisms through which we acquire
certain knowledge. Therefore, demonstrative syllogisms are superior to dia-
lectical syllogisms and more fitting in the realm of Christian theology;
if theology is said to use only dialectical and not demonstrative syllogisms,
it becomes nothing more than a form of persuasive argumentation
(7TL0avo)\oy[a).37

3. According to Aristotle again (e.g. An. post. A33 88°30-2), demonstra-
tive syllogisms are only about universals, because it is only about universals
that we can acquire certain knowledge. Now, although syllogisms about God

34 Ep Bar. A §54. 256 26-257. 5(cf §35.245. 28 246.13; §42 249 14 250.4)Ymeo aﬂ'oéﬂfw
‘bLEV yag /\eyew o€ TO feiov K(u n;LELg ovyxoum]oo‘uev on e(ug },LEV’TOL Kat AOLGTOTe)mV
TOUTO )\eyeLg, ws VoV TOUTO cpns /\eyew xapfgmyg ya @ T4y, n 7T€QL T(,UV feiwv TOU avdoos
50§a KaL ws elmew aSofos TS Yag oV, 0s, (Ve KATA TO aﬂ'om‘o)\mov elmw, yvovs TOV OEOV
oUy ws Oedv €86¢acev 1) éoefdobn, paTaiwdels §€ Tols olkelots Staloyiopots, Saluoat puev
e’wefpﬁmoe Tb feiov, KTL/O'},L(}UL §éorw ols wgoospamém]os T(\) GyévimTov, puxv 8¢ TV

,u.eTeQa)v 76 Ve els avTOV ’Y]KOV aﬂ'eav)\”r]cre 70 dBdvarov; ‘0 yag 0vgaldey vovs ovdev mods
Nas 6 8€ Suvduer ToUTOU xwols Kal kat éxeivov adlis 0DdEv.

35 Meyendorff (1953: 108 n. 3) and Sinkewicz (1980: 499; 1982: 238) claim that, when Palamas
raised his objections against Barlaam’s views, he had read only one of Barlaam’s Antilatin
Treatises, namely Antilatin Treatise 5: Igos TOl‘)S avToyikods Tawv Aativww, 1L ddUvaTov
EO‘TLV avToIs‘ 77005‘ FOaLKovs SLa/\eyo;,Le'VOUS St ouloyiopy dmodeiéar 6TL 0d wovos O
7TOLT7]Q Gox1 kal my1 ot fedbTyTOS.

S Ep. Ak A §13 217. 28-218. 4: Tiv Swaoy.ev TO €b0efés; "Aga Tw GBQaLw Tw
GueTakwiTw, 7@ v undevi wTUgopévw KaTh TOV GmboTolov, 1) T® Kal olkobev del
oa)\evoye'vq); K(u o p,e‘v é d/\vyﬁd)v Kal OL’Ke[wV del T@ mooKeLUéVw, O 8€ ob ubvov é¢
vdotwv, & o) mhvTws AR, GAX EoTw STe Kal ék TavrTaTaoL YEVddY, TAVTWS 8¢ Kal T
7TOOK€L},L€V(U aMoTolwv. Tive ToUTwY TLoTEVELS SeLkvivTL goL TTegl TaW Oelwv;

37 Ep Ba} B §20 271. 21-8 (cf. Ep. Ak. A §9 213 2-10; §13 218. 6- 11) El 8¢ kal T7]V
Telelay KaL BEBaLaV detéw aﬂ'oéafts 877/\0L ,us@ NV 0UK €0TLY a)\v]@etas elgeots TelewTéQa,
KaOaﬂ'sQ ém ‘rwv Bmaoﬂ]om}v 7 aﬂ'oq)amg, Tl Te)\eu)‘regov K(u BeﬁaLOTegov TWV TOTOLKWY
Ll7T08€Luf€UJV m,uv WoTe ToOP 77}“" KUOng (1.7T08€L§L§, BLo Kal 6 (€0ds kal 9€Log IegoOeog
U7T€Q ToUS TOAOVS ,uaorvgecrat TV LEQ(UV SidaokaAwy 0 Ka@agow]ﬂ vou ,uovov Kal Tais
aats (egaloylats, GANL kal TH TV dmodeléewv droiBela’.
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are obviously about a singular reality, they should be regarded as demon-
strative syllogisms; for syllogisms about God are even more secure than
syllogisms about universals, since in the case of syllogisms about universals
there is a greater degree of uncertainty due to the fact that they involve
impressions of all the individuals falling under the universal, and it is dfficult,
if nog 8impossible, to grasp and compare all the underlying individual sub-
jects.

4. According to Aristotle again (e.g. An. post. A8 75°24-6), there is no
demonstration of perishable things, because nothing holds of them eternally
and necessarily, but only at some time and in some way. Now, since every-
thing in the created world is perishable, demonstrative syllogisms, strictly
speaking, cannot be about created beings, but only about the creator himself,
who is eternal and imperishable

5. The Christian Fathers regard their own arguments as demonstrations
and, on many occasions, express their disapproval of the use of dialectic in
trying to prove statements about God*°

6. Palamas gives a specific example of a demonstrative syllogism, which is
based on two quotations from Pseudo-Dionysius’ De divinis nominibus (PG 3.
641D and 645B), and concerns the procession of the Holy Spirit*!

The Holy Spirit is by nature from God.

What is by nature from God has its source in God, i.e. possesses its being
from the source of divinity.

Only the Father is the source of divinity.

Therefore, the Holy Spirit is only from the Father.

3 Ep. Ak. A’ §9.212.22-213. 2 (cf. Ep. Bar. A’ §27. 240. 19-26): Aeyévrwv odv quav i &
feos Téletos, 6 TéNewos els, kal T Ao cuvelpew SLavooUuévwy CUUPWYWS TOTS TATEAGL,
dmws els 6 Télewos, €l Tis TOWV dvemoTNUOVWY TOUTWY ATOSELKTIKWY TTQOCIOTALTO Aéywy
5”/771‘ TV ,uovo&&mfbli &wé&etg‘ftv ,u,'f']/et’vm, Tap (y,&n‘/ 51201‘)\9 (’%Koﬁoez'(u/ ws I/((IO:’)/\OU H.G\I:’ Ol:)K
€0TL " TWS yag €mt Twv un Kabolov; *Apevdns e ovdev NTTOV AmOdELEis €0TL, Kal YOQ
avaykaio kal éml 7@V povadikwv kal dvefamdrnTos palov adty 1) dmddeiés. "Eml yag
TV kafdblov yévorr v palov 1) dméTy, Sud TS pavracias nowpuérns THs ToLabTNS
dmodeltews, SuctuupMTwy T€ Kol SUoTEQTTWY dVTWY TAVTWY TOY VToKEWVwY. OV
U GG Kal €¢’ wy TO Kowov Avdvupov, TOV avTov Tgbmov yévour’ dv dmbdeiéis kal éml
Twos €ldovs Tob kabblov kal ép ’ €vds €kGoTov ye TV wegik@y amodelets yivovTar,
kafblov uev ov - mws yag; Aevdeis 8¢ kal dvayraia.

3 Ep. Bar. B'§56.292.16-25"E7i, 70 Gvarykaiov Sei éxew Tas mooTdoes, émel kal) kvgiws
ambdeiéts kar ’AQLUTOTéAnV émi Tav waykalwv Te kal &idlwv, TovTéoTL TAY del SvTWY, d
87 KaK T@V del SvTwy Aaufdrovat Tas dmodeitels + TolgbTA YaQ T OVTWS Avaykaid * TO
& del 6v avagyby éoTi kal aTerebTnTOV 6 Y00 Y 6TE 0VK v KAl é0TaL OTE OVK €0T AL, TDS Gl
6v; Havs & &Vayxaiov etvai; ToloDTov 8€ TV OVTwy Katl KTLOTWY 0U8€v. OVSEY Amddeiéts (’ip’
€ 0U8evos éaTw, émel kal *AgioToTélns éml Méedds gmat, “Tawv @hagTdv Ambdetéls ok
€010, Kal TO ovumégaoua Tis amodeifews Sei elvar dpbagTov Kal atSiov.

40 Ep. Ak. A’ §8.211. 14-20 (cf. Ep. Ak. 4'§9. 213. 10-13; Ep. Bar. A’ §31. 243. 10-26): Al Te
yao émygapal TOV mATQKOY QWYY ok émat TovTo magadééachar. Kév Tis
goz)\\ove’uﬂéregfw e’vwﬂ:]ﬂu Kal Tas e’m'ygo/tgo&s u:)g wage}/ygd?wrovg /ﬂaggygdfpnﬂr‘ac, Nels
Kal aUTas Seifoper aUTQW TOUTO UaQTUEOVOUS TAS PWVAS” “€LS TATHQ, €LS VLOS, €V TVEVUA
ayiov, )oTe KaTL TOGOUTOV TOUTO €kelvols vwTal, kafdboov €xel povas moos povada T
olkedbTYTA * KOl 0DK EvTeDfeV” ol “pbvov 1) Tis Kowwvias ATdSeLéLs.
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In general, Palamas advocates that we can indeed have demonstrative syllo-
gisms which prove certain attributes of God, like for instance his existence,
his being one, creator, and cause of everything, or his being the sole source of
the Holy Spirit.

To bridge the gap between himself and Palamas, Barlaam suggests atfirst
that their dispute boils down to nothing more than a terminological difer-
ence.*? In particular, Barlaam claims that the problem arises from their
different use of the term ‘demonstration’ (Gmo6deiéts), which has actually
two senses; it often has a wide sense which covers every kind of proof used
by public speakers, speechwriters and philosophers, but it also has a narrow
sense, which in fact is the sense Aristotle is concerned with in the Posterior
Analytics. On Barlaam’s view, although ‘demonstration’ in thefirst sense may
be used for syllogisms about God’s attributes, it can never be used for such
syllogisms in the second sense.** However, in addition to this attempt at
reconciliation, Barlaam produces further arguments in order to support his
thesis that syllogisms about God’s attributes are dialectical, and not demon-
strative in the narrow sense; some of the arguments used by Barlaam are the
following:

1. According to Aristotle (e.g. An. post. A2 71°19-22), first principles
cannot be demonstrated, because the premisses of demonstrative syllogisms
need to be prior by nature to their conclusions. Since there are no premisses
prior by nature to divine truths, for truths about God are absolutely primary,
syllogisms about God’s attributes cannot be demonstrative**

2. According to Aristotle (e.g. An. post. A2 71°19-22), the premisses of
demonstrative syllogisms refer to the causes of their conclusions. Since no

' Ep. Ak. A §11 215 3- 12 AUTLKa ALovvmov TOU ‘U,G’ya/\O(pUGOT(lTOU 060(/7(11/70@09
feodoyotvTos on p,ovn ‘”"’7777 TS vmegovaiov 0€OT7]TO§ o 7TG.T7]Q Kal GO'TL 7T‘I]‘y0.L(L
0ebtns 6 TaTe, 6 8€ vioS Kal TO TVeDpa THS feoydvou GebTyTOS olov Ayl Kal bmegovoia
go(ln'a”, el S, 70 UTegovaLov wvef},ua gulfaa o€t éx Tof) feov, TO Seé golﬁgec ov ék Tov Geofj
777)ya§€0'0at éx ‘rofJ Oeof) TOU7'€O'TLV €k T”?)g ™ yaLas 0607’7]7’05‘ 7'0 ELVO.L éxew 7777’)/(1“1
¢ 9507779 p,ovog o 77(1717@, eLTa ov,u,wegawa ws €x wovov Tov 77(1’7'005‘ éoTi TO TVEDLLA, TLS
Abyos un) 0Vk €00€Bds Gua kal AToSELKTIKDS Kal AvapipléxTws éxew oleabar TovTOV TOV
cuAMoyLopoY,

2 EG 1309 10 (cf. EG 1283—4) 7'L§ 8€ ) Sapwvia; modyuaTos wev ws OL,u,aL, 0U8evobs, Tepl
wovmy 8€ Ty Aééw adTny 69w oboav.

B EGI311- l(cf Akmdynos Ep Pal S. 42 63) SLTTovyaQ EO‘TLTO Tns aﬂ'oSeLfews ovoua
KOLV(,U§ T€ kal (Slws /\eyo;LEVOV TO ey ya@ émt 77(107]9 ATADS ’Y]G”TLVOG'OUV Seltews /\eyE'raL,
érav e§ a)\'r](?cuv € Kal vaQL,uwTava Kal avampLanTnTwV SGLKVU‘I]TCLL Ka@o
onuoawopevor kal pNToges kal Aoyoyohgot kal @u\bcogol Kal wavTes AmADS TO
"éwoSe’BeLKTm Kal &woSe[fo,u,ev” Kal Ta TOLDTA TRV énpvéwun/ éK&oTOTe Myovow ép
wvolovTat a)m@earow'a delkvvotar. Létws e /\eyeTaL amodefts éml ToD GmOSELKTLKOD
OUAOYLG OV, TOV avn&acre)\)\o,u,evov 7TQO§ Ta\a Tov O‘U)\)\O')/LO’,U.OU ELSn

“EGT 349 58: mowTov ,u,ev yao ouSeLg 4TOSELKTLKOS ov/\/\oyw‘uog srrtxswa 7TQUJT1]V
a@xnv kal Gélwpo Sekvivar - 6 yao TOUTO oLV ov ‘vaov ovk emrvyxava TOU
aﬂ'oBELKTeKws av)\)\oytgeoﬁat aMa kal Mav ay.a@r]s kal Gmaidevros megl TG TowaDTA
KolveTar TO VmeQ dmbdeéw dmodeltews Seiabar voui{wy. According to Schird (1959: 14—
15), Podskalsky (1977: 131-2), and Sinkewicz (1982: 189-90), this and the next two arguments
were first used by Barlaam in his Antilatin Treatise 5.
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human being is able to refer to the causes of any reality in the Trinity,
syllogisms about God’s attributes cannot be demonstrative’

3. According to Aristotle (e.g. An. post. A2 71°22-3), the premisses of
demonstrative syllogisms are homogeneous with their conclusions; that is to
say, the premisses are about things in the same genus as the subject of the
conclusion. Since God is not in the same genus as the things created by him,
and since we only have knowledge of premisses about things created by God,
no statement about God can be demonstrated*

4. The obvious fact that there is considerable disagreement about God’s
attributes between the theologians of the East and the West, as well as the fact
that there are so many different interpretations of Scripture, shows that
theological syllogisms are dialectical and not demonstrative?’

5. Palamas’ allegedly demonstrative syllogism of the theological truth that
the Holy Spirit is only from the Father isflawed, at least for two reasons: first,
it begs the question, because the conclusion is essentially the same as one of
the premisses, namely that only the Father is the source of divinity; and
second, no demonstrative syllogism can prove that an attribute belongs to
only one thing.*®

Therefore, Barlaam concludes, demonstrative syllogisms are used only for
things which can be securely grasped by reason, and not for things concerning
God.

Now the end of the Barlaam—Palamas controversy is well-known; Barlaam
was condemned by the Ecumenical Synod of 1341 and returned to Italy,
whereas Palamas became archbishop of Thessaloniki and after his death was
declared a saint.*’ But I am not that concerned, here, with the outcome of this

4 Antilatin Treatise 5, Par. gr. 1278, fo. 77° 12-16 (quoted in Sinkewicz 1982: 190 n. 34):ér,
TV dmodetkvupévwy mhvTwy alTid éoTw of Goot kal Ta déwdpaTa, € wv dmedelyingav,
T 8¢ &v TH) T4t (yTovuévwy, 008éva Ggov 1) dtiwpa, Goa dvBowmot voodaw, olov T’ elval
alTiov.

4 Antilatin Treatise 5, Par. gr. 1278, fo. 77° 17-22 (quoted in Sinkewicz 1982: 190 n. 35): &7,
€kaoTov TV GmodekTikdY dvayKn dmodedeixfar ék Twos doxTs. 1) Kai poyevis €oTal
avTR TR SeLva‘u,evw KaL KaHo)\LK(uTEQa 7T€QL€XOU0‘(1 K(u dMa moMa ouoyevy T@®
ovpmegdopart, TobTo 8€ év Tols 7T€QL feod a;u]xavov éoTw edgeiv.

47T EG 1403-11 (cf. EG1619-28): €7'L o 4Tmod€LKTLICOS cv/\/\oyw,uos TAGW ATADS doxet elvau
(1/\’77(97]5‘, Kal aM(pLO’ﬁT]T’Y}O’LS Tis mEQL avTov oUSepia ovvioTaTat, ovTos 3¢, 770(4)7'01/ ,uev TOlS

wi 7-0La8a ce,@o,uwms a/\/\a uovowgoawwov 9€0V (L[.L(pLO',B?]T?]@?}O’GTaL ws 7T€0L 8o
7TOOO‘0J7T(UV TaTEOS KOl mzevp,aros, BLa/\eyo,uevos émeiTa ovde maGL TOLS‘ TgwmroaTaTov
eLSOGL ’TOV fedv op.a)\oyn@v]ae’rac, ol yaQ AaTivot ovSEV Kw)\vew goam K(u ‘uovnv 7777)/771/ s
vﬂ'egovmov 06071]709 TOV 7TG.T€QCL 6LQ7]0‘90.L kal éx maTos 8¢ viod TO mvedua TO dyiov
éxmogevectal, ws avd)TeQov avTol eveée@aueﬁa

® EG 1500 7 (Cf EG 1359 85) a/\Aa wnv K(IL TO ovvayayew “70 p,ovov avToﬁeV éx ’TOU
€’L07}0'9at ,O Tagd T0D 7TaTQOS‘ EK?'ogelieTat’l 6 ad Sp:r)s‘ a7,7'03€LI$TLKwTaT;OV ewa& Qv’ /.L,OVOV
ATOTUY YAVEL Tof} (1"7TO§€LK7:ILKOV eLtvat, alXN, Mém, oS TW aau)\)\owaOV ELVOL, KALTO €V agxf]
aLTeLTaL CTO uév, OTL OUK LOEV TGV TO UTTAQXOV TVL KOL Hovw uwaoxov woTe ovK avayxn
el U7T(1Qx€L T& TaTO ﬂgoﬁo)\ea elvai Tod aywv ﬂvev‘uaros Kal ,u,ovw U7TO.QX€LV 70 86 on émt
TAOOY TOV ATOSELKTIKQOY émiaTyudy ovSels ouMoyLouds Selkvvat T pbvw Vmhoyov
adT60ev.

4 See e.g. the anathemas against Barlaam and the eulogies on Palamas in theSynodikon (572—
751). Also, in his encomium of Palamas, the Patriarch Philotheos ends his narration of the
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public debate; for the purposes of this chapter, I believe that it is preferable to
put it aside, since the secondary literature on it has been greatly irfluenced by
the theological preferences of modern scholars. What I am more interested in
is the use Palamas and Barlaam made of Aristotelian syllogistic, and their
understanding of Aristotle’s logical theory; that is to say, the central issue is
whether the dispute between Barlaam and Palamas partly rests on a misin-
terpretation of ancient logic, perhaps even a careless reading of the Aristotel-
ian texts. In fact, Palamas stresses in places that Barlaam gets Aristotle
wrong;® but is he right?

The study of Barlaam’s writings makes clear, I think, that his use of ancient
logic is grounded in a firm understanding of Aristotle’s logical theories.
Indeed, when Barlaam claims that there can be no demonstrative syllogisms
about God’s attributes, he is well aware of the fact that, according to
Aristotle’s Metaphysics (E1 1025°14-16) and his Posterior Analytics (A9
76%16-18; A10 76*31-2), first principles cannot be demonstrated. It is dia-
lectic, Aristotle says in his Topics (A2 101°2-4), in his Metaphysics (I'3
1005%19-20), and in his Posterior Analytics (A11 77*26-35), which concerns
itself with first principles and justifies the basic premisses from which all
sciences start. Moreover, in Aristotle’s Metaphysics (I'4 1005°35-6; I'6
1011#3-4), there is even a specific example of a dialectical proof of a first
principle, namely the dialectical proof of the principle of non-contradiction.
Hence, following Aristotle’s reasoning, Barlaam stresses that it is important
in theology to determine of which things demonstration ought to be sought;
and for this reason, he rightly accuses Palamas of failing to recognize that our
understanding of God’s attributes cannot come from demonstrative syllo-
gisms, but only from dialectical ones.>'

Indeed, Palamas’ reasoning has a number of importantflaws which are due
to misinterpretation of specific aspects of Aristotle’s logical theories. For
instance, in the third of Palamas’ arguments mentioned above, Palamas

Palamas-Barlaam controversy with the following passage, which leaves no doubt as to who was
thought to be the winner of this debate, at least from the point of view of the Eastern Church.PG
151 600 A'H® ’EKK/\'/]O'La XQLO'TOU TOV eavﬂ]g émywdoket ﬂQOGTaT’f]V Fgm/omov 87)/\&877

TOV ,ueyav KaL KgoTel Kal Havpaést Kal TAVTO3ATTOlS TLOW avaSEL Tols T@V émaivwy
07;E(pavot\s 7:L ,u/ev 0V /\E'yo\vcr/a TV 0av‘y,acr7't~uv K(’l/T GKEL:/OU/ (& ov/ﬂ'owvaa p:a/\/\ov (?6
TAVTa eV TA BEATLOTO KL AEYOUTQ KAL TTOLOVOA, ALLOV FEKELVOV UNOEV TL UNSAUWS TOLELY
kal Myew Sokovoa. OV uny dAa kal facilevs adTos ovv ye Tovs kaf alja meoonKovat,

Kal &) kal Tovs meovUyouoL T@wv év Tédel, kai Sddoralov edoepelas, Kal Kavbva SoypdTwy
legv Kal oTUlov Ths d0fns 86¢éns, kal mebuayov *Exrkinoias, kal facilelas evoefovs
Kavynua, Kal may 6 7L ye TOY KAAIGTwWY UeTh peydlov 7o lavpaTos adTov dmexdlovy.

30 ¢.g. Palamas accuses Barlaam of misrepresenting Aristotelian logic, when he advocates that

syllogisms about God’s attributes are dialectical, since this claim might wrongly suggest that
dialectical syllogisms are superior to demonstrative syllogisms.Ep. Bar. B'§ 17. 269. 23-7:"Etu,
€l Sua wev Tov BLadekTLkOD GUANOYLOLOD Kal T~‘7V TV 05L'wv yréaow Hngu');m@a, Sta 8¢ Tov
AToS€eLKTLKOD y,ovnv ws‘ av Nyeus, T’)’]V TOU KoafLov, KQelTTWY av €ln 6 SaekTikds TOD
4108tk TIKOD * TOUTO 8 6 00s *AgLoToTéN)S 0VK Qv TOTE OUYXWQT|OELEY.

1 For Palamas’ misconception of specific aspects in Aristotle’s logic, see Sinkewicz (1982:
199-202).
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assumes that an impression (pavracia) is involved only in syllogisms about
universals and not in syllogisms about God. But this is not an Aristotelian
view; for Aristotle (e.g. De an. I'8 432*8-14) explicitly says that, in order to
think something, whatever that may be, we need to depend on impressions.
Moreover, in the same argument, Palamas advocates the view that the
impressions relied upon in syllogisms about universals are not reliable, be-
cause it is difficult to grasp and compare all the underlying individual sub-
jects, that is all the particulars covered by the universal notion. In fact,
Palamas elsewhere claims that syllogisms about universals are not reliable,
since universals are formed through induction and it is impossible to grasp all
the particulars falling under the universal>> However, Palamas presupposes
here that in induction we need to observe all the particulars involved; and this
is certainly not the position Aristotle adopts in his writings (e.g.4n. post. A31
88%11-17; B2 90*28-30).

Similarly, in the fourth of his arguments, Palamas misinterprets Aristotle,
when he concludes, on the basis of Aristotle’s claim that there is no demon-
stration of perishable things, that there can be no demonstrative syllogisms
about anything other than God. For it is clear that Aristotle talks here about
the perishable particulars, and not about their species and genera, which are
universals and imperishables. After all, if Palamas does believe that, strictly
speaking, demonstrative syllogisms cannot be about created beings, what
does that say about mathematical truths? In general, then, Palamas seems to
distort Aristotelian logic in order to show that syllogisms about God’s
attributes are demonstrative. Barlaam, on the other hand, attempts to estab-
lish that it is only through dialectical syllogisms that we may acquire
knowledge of God’s attributes; and he does it by closely following Aristotle’s
texts.

Having said that, however, another point needs to be made; for the kind of
understanding which we acquire through Barlaam’s dialectical syllogisms
does not correspond to what Aristotle says on this matter. According to
Barlaam, the premisses of dialectical syllogisms depend on the doctrines of
Scripture and the inspired theories of ancient philosophers about the created
world; on the basis of such premisses, Barlaam claims, we do manage to grasp
God’s attributes. Now in the case of the Aristotelian dialectical proofs offirst
principles, Aristotle implies that their premisses, even if true, certainly are not
explanatory of the conclusion, and hence they do not provide us with real
understanding (4n. post. A13). It is only through demonstration, Aristotle
stresses (An. post. A2), that we acquire knowledge, since demonstration tells

32 Ep Bar. B’ §58 293. 9 16 (cf. §60 294 4 18): ETL Ta Ka@oz\ov a eww aoXaL 7‘779
arroSa&ws, SL ewaywyng éyovat Tnv 7TLO'TLV erraywyn 8¢ éoTw & T® wav*ra Ta ,usgu(a
srrayayew KaL ;méev acpewat Ta 8¢ Me@ma a&efcﬂ]ﬂ'a va &Svvdrwy ap eﬂ'ayww;v
'yeveaﬂac Kkal Ta Kaﬁoz\ov aoa a7TLO'7'a KaL aV€7TLO‘T7]Ta Kat 6T Ve Kafolov. K(IL oY ,U,ovov
Ol)K en-mq-a,ue&a avTa KQELTTOV 1 kaTd arroSeL.fw QAN 0U8€ 86éav BeBaLav exopev meQL
avav éx 8¢ TV TowlTwy doxdwv ms Av yévouro ambdeifis, NTis oty vmbIphis
GueTameLaTos;
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us both what is the case and the reason why it is the case; knowing a fact not
through its explanation is not, strictly speaking, a case of understanding. In
order to get a firm understanding of the first principles, we need, on Aris-
totle’s view (An. post. B19), to grasp them through intuition, which does not
at all depend on dialectical syllogisms, though dialectical syllogisms may
facilitate such an understanding.

To conclude, it may be true that Barlaam defended his views in an arrogant
and agressive way, but it seems that he was much closer to Aristotle’s
text. Palamas constantly accused him of being influenced by the Latins—
even calling him Latinohellene (arwélnv)—but such accusations only
confused matters. It is in fact indicative that, when the theological and
political disputes finally faded away, Barlaam’s work was re-examined,
and his logical views were appreciated by some Byzantine scholars, like
Bessarion and Scholarios. And this is what I try to do; namely, to free
the discussion of the Byzantine attitudes towards Aristotle’s logic from
its ideological parameters, in order to better understand the connection
between Byzantine thought and ancient philosophy. For it seems that
the problem which agitated the fourteenth century, both in the East and
in the West, namely the problem of whether, and if so how, to incorporate
within Christian theology logical methods still remains a controversial
issue.
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Byzantine Commentators on
the Chaldaean Oracles: Psellos

and Plethon

POLYMNIA ATHANASSIADI

The Collection and its Transmission

The Chaldaean Oracles are a divine revelation—or so they were believed to
be by their Neoplatonic commentators—of a cosmological and soteriological
system and of a set of moral and ritual rules and instructions. What survives
of them is a total of some 350 lines in Greek hexameter verse divided into 190
fragments of unequal length, the overwhelming majority of which have
reached us through two channels: Proclus and, to a lesser extent, Damascius.
In Byzantine times, however, Damascius’ testimony as transmitter and inter-
preter of the Chaldaean material wasflatly ignored, while Proclus remained
an influential figure as exegete of both Plato and the Oracles. It is true that,
unlike Damascius, he had produced a systematic—and voluminous—com-
mentary on the Chaldaean revelation, a commentary which was indeed
deemed worthy of a refutation by Procopius of Gaza. Yet this pious act
was not enough to prevent the Commentary from traversing the so-called
dark ages so as to reach men like Arethas and Psellos. The latter in particular
was a confessed admirer of Proclus, whom he proclaimed to be at the
pinnacle of all science and wisdom?

Intrigued by the Chaldaean Oracles themselves as much as by Proclus’
exegesis, Psellos decided to form his own collection and append to it a
systematic commentary for the use of his Christian audience. At the same
time he epitomized the Proclean commentary in the form both of selections
and of summaries; in the case of the latter one may safely assume (with the

' On the history and the theology of the Oracles, see Athanassiadi (1999).
% Cf. Psellos, Chron. 6. 38: mgoBaivaw €ls Tov avuaciwrarov Igbkov os émt Auéva
uéytoTov kaTaoywy, maoav éxelfev émiaTuny Te Kal vonoewy dxgifeiay éomaca.
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majority of scholars) that the three versions of the theology of the Oracles
produced by Psellos for his own use and for that of his friends and students
depend directly on Proclus’ treatise, rather than deriving from an epitome or
a refutation of it.}

Subsequently the Proclean Commentary was lost, leaving Psellos’ corpus
of forty-two oracles as the only collection of Chaldaean wisdom in the
Byzantine world. Indeed this is the very text which Plethon came across as
he sought a revelation more ancient than both the Judaeco-Christian and the
Islamic. Plethon recognized in the hexameters the message of Zoroaster as
transmitted by his pupils, none other than les mages hellénisés,* and he
therefore ignored the traditional title of the collection as well as Psellos’
commentary, suppressed six oracles and drastically edited the remaining
thirty-six. More importantly however, he rearranged their order according
to his own philosophical criterion, appended to each fragment a short
exegetical note, which makes clear how substantially his own interpretation
departs from that of Psellos, and finally added an overall comment
(Boayetd Tis dtacbpnats Tv év Tols Moylois ToUTOls doageoTéQws
Xeyouévwv), where he parts company with all his predecessors who had
viewed the Oracles apophatically. By contrast Plethon makes them the
vehicle for the formulation of a positive theology represented by an only
but not transcendent God.

In doing all this, Plethon produced the first critical edition of the Oracles
some 450 years before Wilhelm Kroll? And it is amusing to note that Kroll,
who pointedly ignored Plethon when producing his own edition of 1894, was
led on in his task by the same logic and editorial philosophy as his Byzantine
predecessor. Like Plethon’s, Kroll’s codffication of the material that he
found in the Neoplatonists and in Psellos, betrays great intellectual curiosity;
his purpose, as he himself admits, was to reconstruct the philosophical and
theosophical system of the Chaldaeans and not to produce a straightforward

3 Psellos has transmitted 42 fragments, which cover the entire thematic spectrum of the
Oracles, though the emphasis is definitely on ritual and eschatology (cf. Philosophica minora I1I,
ed. D. J. O'Meara (Leipzig, 1989), 126-52, including the three expositions of the theology of
the Oracles). It has been satisfactorily argued that Psellos depends entirely on Proclus, cf.
Les Oracles chaldaiques, ed. E des Places (Paris, 1971), 154, and, esp., 203 with references.
L. G. Westerink’s thesis (1940), according to which Psellos had at his disposal only Proclus’
refutation by Procopius of Gaza, has been further undermined by the attribution to the Chal-
daean Oracles of a doubtful Heraclitean hexameter deriving from Arethas (West 1968), which
provides evidence for the availability of the Proclean commentary beyond the Byzantine ‘dark
age’. Besides, a careful reading of Psellos’ own commentary suggests that he had read Proclus,
in the original rather than in the refutation of Procopius, with a sympathetic eye and made
his own philological and theological comments with a view to the Christian audience that he
was addressing. It must also be pointed out that, despite his criticisms, a conscious d¢fort
towards a reconciliation of the Christian with the ‘Chaldaean’ theology alongside an uncommon
involvement with the eschatology and the magical aspect of the Oracles are to be detected
throughout.

4 See Bidez and Cumont (1938).

5 De oraculis chaldaicis (Breslau, 1894).
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edition. His arbitrary—by the standards of editorial orthodoxy—codfica-
tion, which descends from the theoretical to the practical, was unquestion-
ingly adopted seventy-five years later by Des Places, who simply inserted in
his edition a few new fragments which had been in the mean time identfied as
Chaldaean by Bidez and others® Finally, Kroll’s order of the Chaldaean
Oracles became a sacrosanct fossil for the wider world, when in 1989 Ruth
Majercik appended to Des Places’ text an English translation and commen-
tary.” As I have argued elsewhere (Athanassiadi 1999: 158-9), instead of the
nineteenth-century ideological edition that we have at the moment, we need
one based on the criterion of provenance. Such a text would constitute a
sounder and more objective basis on which to found any future research on
the oracles.

Psellos and Plethon as Readers of the Oracles: Soteriological Concerns and
Metaphysical Preoccupations

In comparing the two Byzantine collections of the Oracles, 1 propose
to concentrate on Plethon’s work. This emphasis is dictated by the need
to redress the scholarly balance, as Psellos’ recension and especially his
several summaries on Chaldaean theology have been assiduously studied
and, what is more, treated as an objective basis for the reconstruction
of the Chaldaean system. This is the main reason for the confusion in
modern scholarship regarding the theological content and the magical
practices of the Chaldaean Oracles which, in view of the key position that
they hold in Neoplatonism, constitute a text of primary importance for
religious and philosophical studies. We must wake up to the fact that what
Psellos offers is at best a subjective, and often careless, reading of one,
not altogether ‘orthodox’, source—Proclus. Plethon’s work on the other
hand has only recently begun to be considered, thanks to the dforts first of
Michel Tardieu, who has studied and edited the Arabic tradition of the
Plethonian recension, and now of Brigitte Tambrun-Krasker who has pro-
duced a critical edition of it with translation and commentary® While I agree
with their general outlook on Plethon’s ideological background and with
their perception of some of the differences between his approach and that
of Psellos, I would like to dwell on certain points which may lead to the
clarification of more general issues. Possibly the best way of initiating
the comparison between Psellos and Plethon is to consider bridly the six
oracles (Nos. 107, 149, 150, 159, 206, and 212) that the latter leaves out of his
corpus.

® Cf. Les Oracles chaldaigues (Paris, 1971). For the new fragments, see M. Tardieu in Lewy
(1978: 520-2) and Saffrey (1969).

7 The Chaldean Oracles (Leiden, 1989).

8 Oracles Chaldaiques (Athens, 1995).
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No. 107,° the second longest oracle in our collection, condemns in ndve
and rather prudish language the natural sciences or, in Psellos’ words,macav
ENmrucny copiav (PG 122. 1128C = 130. 1-2). Its simple, analytical diction
contrasts sharply with the sophisticated and often deliberately obscure style
of the other oracles, and to the expert eye of Plethon it must have appeared of
Christian—-Byzantine rather than ancient inspiration, not least through its
profession of a radical form of cosmic pessimism, which exiled ‘the plant of
Truth’® (GAnbeins gurov) from earth. As a fully fledged, if old-fashioned,
Platonist and a typical Renaissance scholar, Plethon would have considered
this as intellectually obscurantist and wrong on metaphysical grounds, and as
such he excised it as a forgery.

No. 159,'° which was hopelessly incomplete in the form in which Plethon
discovered it in Psellos, seems to commend violent death by qualifying as
‘most pure’ the souls of those who suffered such a fate. This propositionflatly
contradicts another Chaldaean oracle that Plethon includes in his collection
(No. 166/17), while going totally against the grain of both Platonism and
popular Greek ethics, in which the souls of ftatofdvaror are deemed to
haunt the world of the living. Plethon therefore seems to have excised
the oracle for reasons of both form and content. Moreover Psellos’ commen-
tary, which Plethon had before his eyes, and which extols the teaching of the
oracle by associating it with the Christian martyrs, doubtless added insult to
injury.

Of special interest when assessing Plethon’s methodology is the exclusion
from the collection of No. 212! Tardieu suggests that this was done
for metrical reasons, the line being an iambic trimeter!? whereas the regular
metre of oracular poetry, and especially of the Apollinian responses to
theological questions in late antiquity, was the dactylic hexameter. If this
is so, Plethon’s decision to banish from his collection a saying which is
so much in tune with the overall teaching of the Chaldaean Oracles tells

° The numbering of the Oracles follows the edn. of Des Places. When a second number
occurs, it refers to the sequence in Plethon’s collection, and therefore reproduces the numbers of
the Tambrun-Krasker edn.

M1‘7 7'& Wex\a')gLa ,uérga yims vmo ony poéva Bdrrov:
0V yao a)\neemg (vaov év X90VL/ ......
MnBe uérge fLGTQOV 7]6/\LOU Kavovas ovva@gowas
iy ,BOU)m (peQeTaL 77'(17'@05‘, OUX EVGKEV O’OU
anns goilov éacov del Toéxel gy dvayKs.
>AoTégrov moomboevpa oéev xdow ovi éoxevt.
Aifgros devibwr Tagaods mAaTus oUmoT dAndis,
0V BueLdY omAdyxvwy T€ Topal TS dfvouaTa ThvTa,
éumogiki)s amaTns otnolyuara. Peldye ov TavTa,
y/.e'/\/\wv eﬁaeﬁh]s leQov Tagddeiaov dvolyew,
&8 doen) copla Te kal edvoula cuvdyovTat.

10 By 87 odua hardvrwy
avboddmwy Yuyal kabagwTaTal. fhuyal &Qn[(paTOL kabagwTegat ﬁ émi vovoous
(Arethas’ Verswn)

194 83 Ayew vois, ¢ voeiv smov Aéyet.

12 Tardieu (1987: 153).
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us soglething about his philological rigour, at least on this particular occa-
sion.

Finally Nos. 150, 206, and 149.'* as well as being metrically incomplete,
are straightforward magic injunctions which blatantly contradict Plethon’s
view of the Chaldaean revelation as a highly spiritual text. Yet Plethon
does not excise from his corpus every single ‘magical’ oracle. As a clue
towards elucidating his criterion of selection, I suggest that we consider one
of those he does include, No. 147/24. The text provided by Psellos reads as
follows:

IToM\dkts v Méns pot, dbonoets méyvra AovTa

O?Te yag 0dpdvios kugTos TOTE paiverTar bykos,
GoTéges 0¥ Aaumouot, TO wivns eaAs KexkdAvTTaL,
xwv ody €oTyrev BAémeTal 8¢ <Ta> mdvTa Kegavvols.

Personally I detect here another Byzantine forgery, but clearly this is not
how Plethon viewed the text. Admittedly he had major doubts as regards its
state, but he solved them by resorting to drastic emendations, which inciden-
tally create metrical problems.15 Thus, in Plethon’s reconstruction of the text,
the oracle reads as follows:

/ N 4 3 / / \

IToAakis Ny Aééns wot, adonoeLs TavTn AeKTOV

4 \ > / \ 4 / 4
OdTe yaQ 0Uavios KUQTOS TOTE PaiveTal 6yKos,
3 / > / \ 7/ -~ /
Q.OTEQES OV AAUTOUTL, TO UNVNS PWS KEKAAVTTTAL,

\ 3 < / / \ / /
x0wv ovy eoTnKeV: BAETETAL € <TA> TTAVTO KEQAVVOL.

Turning from the text to the commentaries on this oracle, we realize that,
like his source Proclus, Psellos is engrossed by the technical aspect of the
Oracles. One of his main concerns is the reconstruction of the magical
ceremonies, which he assumes—clearly following Proclus—to have played a
crucial role in the articulation of the system. Spells and magical instruments,
astrological and alchemical material, are subjects which fascinate Psellos and
he provides literal and often ingenious explanations for them. Conversely
Plethon, who cannot possibly banish every reference to Tederal without
ending up with only a few lines of text, interprets all references to them and
their paraphernalia as initiation into the mysteries of the mind and as sym-
bols of the spiritual truth. Thus in the passage under discussion the key word

13 Tt should be pointed out that, on one occasion at least (No. 147/24 discussed below), Plethon
succeeds in conveymg what he wants at the cost of violating the metre.

14 ’Ovo‘uara /Baoﬁaga Wf]ﬂ'm- a/\/\agng (150)

Eveoyet 7T€QL TOV €KATLKOV GTOo(pa/\ov (206)
‘Hvika & egxopvevov 5(1L/J,OV(1 moboyelov dfgioets,
e XlBov wrovlow émavddv (149).

15 A sensible (and metrically possible) emendation—mdvr dy\bovra—was proposed by
Lobeck. For a good discussion of the oracle in connection with Iamblichus and Psellos, see
Johnston (1990: 111-33), who does not mention Plethon. A paraphrasis of oracle 147 is to be
found in lamblichus de myst. 2. 4, 75. 12-15; the lamblichan meaning agrees with Plethon’s and
not Psellos’ text and interpretation.
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for Psellos is ‘lion” which he identifies with the zodiac sign of Leo, while
pointing out its well-known solar connections. If, he tells us, during the
Chaldaean ceremonies one addresses the leonine source of the stars by its
proper name, then one will witness precisely what the oracle describes. The
reason for this lies in the fact that when the superiorfiegemonikon (governing
part) of the leonine source manifests itself, its overwhelming power conceals
the landscape of the heavens from our view, though it by no means eliminates
its essence (oUk avawel ™)y odoiav Tod ovgavod (1133C = 134.14)). As
opposed to this astrological-magical interpretation of the oracle, Plethon
proposes a purely spiritual explanation of the divine words €x 700 feov
Xéyel 70 Aoyov): ‘If you insistently address me or invoke me, says God to the
initiate, then you will see everywhere what you have addressed, that is me
whom you invoked. For nothing else will be visible to you but all things as
lightning, that is the fire which leaps everywhere over the world.” As well as
providing a topos of Sufi teaching, Plethon’s exegesis justifies Chaldaean (and
Zoroastrian) pyrolatry: to the believer who has advanced in mystical know-
ledge, and has not remained at the spiritually imperfect level of Semele, God
manifests himself in his unadulterated form of divinefire. What is interesting
in the present case is that, faced with the possibility of introducing a vital
teaching of mystical theology, Plethon did not hesitate to break formal
philological rules—mavTy XexTov does not scan. More importantly, how-
ever, by asserting that the highest principle may appear to man and be
comprehended in its entirety by him, Plethon parts company not only with
Psellos, but equally with the original interpreters of the Oracles, the Neopla-
tonists themselves, who postulated a negative theology placing the supreme
God beyond vision and intellection.

To Plethon’s mind however, games with divine apparitions, whether in
their undisguised or symbolic form, were dangerous things. As if to empha-
size this, he places immediately after the ‘theophanic’ oracle that we have just
considered the austere injunction M) gpioews karéons avTomTov ayalua
(101/25), and warns his readers that the goddess Nature is not visible to
human eyes; should she be ritually invoked, she will show to the initiate
some only of the symbols of her status and not her true nature—in other
words she will manifest what the Christian Psellos understands and person-
alizes as ‘a multitude of demons’—quokdv Sawuoviwy wovov mwAnfvv
(1136D = 136. 13). Though the two exegetes seem to be saying the same,
the crucial difference in their interpretation is again one of faithfulness to the
Neoplatonist approach. Whether following Proclus or of his own accord,
Psellos gives as the reason for the demonic apparition of Nature—and
therefore the need to leave her uninvoked—the fact that she is not wholly
intelligible (ovk €07t mavTdmact voyrov: 1136D = 136. 10). Plethon on the
other hand concentrates on the verbu kaXéoys: the reason for his negative
injunction is that the spiritual essence of Nature is simply not visible to the
human eyes.
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Even more revealing for our purposes is the disparity displayed by the two
commentators when they interpret No. 90/19!¢ For Psellos the dogs who
spring out of the earth are real. They are the material demons (€vviot
daipoves) who haunt the earth (1140C = 139. 1). Conversely, for Plethon
they are illusory apparitions (pawoueva avvroorara), amounting to no
more than the phantoms of the initiate’s irrational urges.’

From the human point of view the most important aspect of any holy
book, or mystic way, is the soteriological. Viewing the collection as a way to
salvation, Plethon displays great optimism. Oracles that could be classfied as
eschatological are considered by him in purely symbolic terms. Thus for the
oracle Yuyis ééwotijoes avdmvoor eblvror elolv (124/9) he gives as its
hidden meaning the following: ‘the reasoning which pushes away the soul,
that is away from wickedness, and thus allows it to breathe, is easily set free,
without difficulty released from the forgetfulness which held it prisoner’.
Psellos’ literal understanding of the same oracle, while revealing an uncom-
mon preoccupation with death, also betrays a certain amount of wishful
thinking: when death as a physical event approaches, the powers which
push the soul outside the body are free, that is unconstrained by any natural
force; indeed they are eminently able to liberate the soul from its bodily
fetters (1144C = 142. 411.).Typically Psellos views the oracle as referring to
a primarily physical activity; Plethon on the other hand perceives death in
this context as a moral and spiritual state, and consequently uses the oracle as
a pretext for a discussion on the freedom of the will.

Another ‘eschatological’ oracle (162/8) drills an even greater abyss between
the two commentators. Psellos’ version, which reads as follows,’4 & Tovcde
xwv kaTweveTal és Tékva uéxgts is critically emended by Plethon to™4
a Tov0de ybwv rkaTodletar és Tékva uéxois. Psellos understands the
apocalyptic utterance as a reference to the unbelievers @regt TV aféwv 6
Mbyos), those who deny God’s existence. God extends his punishment to their
posterity. ‘The earth howls over them’, that is, their subterranean abode
bellows over them and the awful sound is like the roaring of a lion (1145B-
C = 143. 13). Against this Christian hell, Plethon dynamically balances a
picture of earthly failure: those who, while on earth, do not hasten towards
the realm of light where their soul has originated, fail to accomplish their duty
towards their own mortal nature (for this is how Plethon understands ‘earth’
in the present context), but equally they wrong their own children who share
in their parents’ wickedness by reason of their misguided upbringing.

1 )
6 &k § doa kdATWY

yains 0ocharovor x0bviol kives ovmoT drnbes
oﬁ#a BooT® SetkvivTes.

This again is an important point in Sufi teaching which can be driven home in quite
dramatic terms: as one advances along the way, one acquires the ability to distance oneself
from one’s passions, which at times may leap out of oneself in the physical form of the animal
whose characteristics are most appropriate to the conquered and thus alienated passion of the
devotee.
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The Platonic division of humanity into the educated and the uneducated
(the memaidevuévor and the dmaidevrou) is always present in Plethon’s
mind. If on the ontological level evil equals non-existence, on the moral level
its infinite shades and gradations appear to him as a greater or lesser ddi-
ciency in education. Thus, commenting on 161/21 @rowal pegomwv
ayrrear (Psellos); al mowal pegbmwy dyxteroar (Plethon)), the latter
regards misfortune as an eminently educative force in a world in which
nothing ever happens at random. An optimist by nature and upbringing,
he allegorizes the punitive demons who seize hold of men as the inhibi-
tions which turn man away from wickedness and attach him to the
good. Commenting on the same oracular phrase Psellos had talked of
the need of purification for all and had concluded with the pessimistic,
but historically relevant, remark that ‘indeed we see many of those who
have lived in piety and purity fall into unexpected misfortunes’ (1141A =
139. 25-6). Psellos’ sense of the tragic and the absurd in history was certainly
not shared by his successor. Indeed, as a commentator of the Chaldaean
Oracles, Plethon displays an unexpected joie de vivre, when he deliberately
turns the call to an ascetic life into an exhortation to a life of terrestrial well-
being.'®

Turning from ethics and eschatology to metaphysics, we discover that
Plethon’s understanding of the system which he extracts from the thirty-six
oracles that he has retained from Psellos’ recension, is austerely monistic; it is
a vertical emanational construction which pointedly ignores the triadic struc-
tures of both Neoplatonist and Christian theology. Besides, as has already
been pointed out, the fiery first principle, which pervades all its emanations, is
not transcendental. Thus the famous Chaldaean line which concludes the
oracle that heads Kroll’s collection,

dpoa wabns To vonTov, émel voou ééw vmhoyet (1.10)
and which is to be found in Psellos in the metrically maimed form,
Méabe To Vom'év, émel vbov Ew vméoyet,
appears in Plethon’s corpus as follows:
Mé&vfave 70 voqTdy, émel vbou ééw Dmagyer (29).

Psellos gives the line its classic apophatic interpretation, that the intelligible
transcends intellection (1148D-1149A = 145). Plethon introduces a subtle
division between the concepts of actuality and potentiality—évegyela and
duvduer. The intelligible, he postulates, has been planted in man; it is outside
him évegyelq, not Suvduet (€éw 1ol 6ol Vmhgyet voi évegyela dmrady). It
is therefore up to the individual man to activate the innate knowledge of the
intelligible.

18 See No. 158/16 and the equivalent commentaries by Psellos (1125= 127-8) and Plethon for
two diametrically opposed interpretations.



Psellos and Plethon on the Chaldaean Oracles 245

Even more optimistic (as requiring less energy on the part of man) is
the monistic message dispensed by Plethon’s interpretation of No. 88/20:

e A / ’ 19 » \ / [ A

H @uots meibel mioTevew'” etvat Tovs datpovas ayvous,
\ \ ~ </ 7 \ A4 /

KOl TG KAKTS VAYS BAACTNUATA x0NOTO KoL €GOAA.

While on this occasion the texts of Psellos and Plethon are virtually the same,
their interpretations are typically antithetical. Psellos dispays a much more
literal and at the same time gloomier understanding of the text. Starting from
a fundamentally dualistic conception of the universe, he stages choruses of
evil demons who often pretendto be good in order to lead the initiate astray >
To this deliberately perverse behaviour on the part of the supernatural,
Plethon opposes a profoundly reassuring view: everything for him, even the
offspring of the so-called ‘evil matter’, is essentially good, a point that he
argues in extreme Platonic terms when stating that the oracle refers to matter
as being evil not in essence, but in view of its position as the very last entity in
the order of existence;?! in this context ‘evil’ is an emphatic way of speaking,
an extreme expression to denote the minimal participation in the good
enjoyed by matter. The ultimate message of the oracle according to Plethon
is that, if the offspring of the so-called bad matter can be good as deriving
from God who is avToayafés, far more so are the demons who are both
logical and immortal, two characteristics which ensure for them an exalted
position in the ladder of being.

A final example of the contrasting preoccupations of the two exegetes
concerns No. 79/34 (I1as {oxet k6Gos voegovs avoyias akaumels (Psel-
los); "2 wds kbopos éxet voegovs dvoyijas axaueis (Plethon)). Psellos
approaches the oracle from a technical point of view and analyses it
according to the complicated system of the Chaldaean cosmography that
he finds in Proclus, using for this purpose abundant jargon (1132D= 133.
8 ff.). Plethon, on the other hand, who believes in the existence of one pre-
eternal and indestructible world, emends the plurality of the worlds in the
original (mds wkbopos becomes simply koéopos). Having established by
philological means that we only have one world, Plethon then explains the
oracle as referring to the emanating capacity of this one world, while inter-
preting the term drapmels as an emphatic way of putting across its indes-
tructibility (dpfagTov elvar).?

° morevew del. Plethon.

2 kal molvedels moopéoovTar pogpal Satwoviddels ... kal (hagal kal yagleaoat
moMdkLs pawduevar gavtaciar Twos ayaddTnTos mEOS TOV TeAoUevov VmokgivovTal.
(1137 = 136. 18-22)

2 s Eoxdrny év Tais odaias TeTayuérmy kal Tob dyafod ém édxioTov petéxovaav,
70 éAdxioTov avTis dyadov T Kak® onuaivov.

22 This message is conveyed even more clearly by Plethon’s ddinitive work on the Laws: in the
chapter on the ‘Eternity of the All’ (2.27), he postulates that all species, whether eternal, immortal
in time, or mortal, are integrated into one system.
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Psellos as the Last of the Neoplatonists

Having looked at individual oracles and the way in which our two commen-
tators analyse them, we may now pass to questions of a more general nature.
What in particular drove each of them to the Chaldaean revelation and
incited him to produce annotated recensions of it? What do these recensions
tell us about their authors?

To begin with Psellos, we notice straightaway that his interest in the
Oracles and in Proclus’ commentary is unduly vivid for a pillar of the
Byzantine establishment. Intellectual—and even spiritual—curiosity is cer-
tainly to be detected at the root of his choice, but, to judge from his commen-
tary, which nowhere deviates substantially from Christian orthodoxies, one
comes to the conclusion that, if Psellos originally approached the collection
in a spirit of unprejudiced enquiry, this must soon have given way to a desire
to find in the work confirmation from pagan quarters of the theological and
moral infallability of his own faith. Thus Psellos often twists the meaning of
the text to meet the dogmatic requirements of Christianity, as for example
when he equates the invariably female second principle of the Chaldaean
triad—the dynamis—with the Son (1144A-B= 141. 15ff.); at other times he
cannot withhold his joy at the discovery of points of undeniable agreement
between the two creeds, as is clear from enthusiastic interjections of the type:
‘Huéregov kal anles 7o Soyual! (1145A = 142. 21). However, a closer—
and less charitable—examination of the evidence might reveal a hypocritical
compliance with the tenets of Christianity on the part of the commentator out
of fear. In one instance he describes in great detail—and with obvious
relish—a magical instrument, the strofalos of Hecate, only to end with the
following pietist remark: ‘all this is nonsense’ (1133B= 134. 2). Another time
he lapses into pure apology: ‘for my part I do not accept the ceremonies of the
Chaldaeans nor do I adhere to their doctrines. All I am doing is dfering you
some hints of the abstruseness of the system’ (1132C = 133. 4-6). Not
megLegyacio but gpulopabeia is his guiding principle as he approaches the
Chaldaean revelation*?

When it comes to magical practices Psellos is wholly engrossed by his
material and is eager to turn the slightest hint into a theory with multiple
adaptations. Whether in this task he was guided by Proclus we cannot know.
What is certain, however, is that the sheer amount of space that he devotes to
the magical aspect of the Oracles betrays a considerable bias in this direction.
Another area which fascinates Psellos is the systematic>* Though he makes
no effort to arrange by subject-matter the oracles that he selects from Proclus’
corpus, his interest in classification is obvious. Accordingly his various
attempts at a reproduction of the essentials of the system for the sake of a

2 Cf. Philosophica minora I, ed. J. M. Duffy, op. 32, 100-1.
24 See in this regard the meticulous analysis of oracle 158 (1124= 126-7).
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diverse audience are characterized by excessive attention to the logic of the
structure, and true delight in the understanding and reproduction of technical
jargon.

On the evidence of the commentary, Psellos’ Christianity can be said to be
of the gloomy variety, his view of the human condition being uncomprom-
isingly pessimistic: his demons are real punitive forces of an avenging God.
Thus to the Chaldaean statement that ‘the Father does not inspirit fear but
infuses persuasion’ (14), Psellos retorts that this is only partially true of the
Christian God who is both light and fire, consuming the wicked (1144A =
141. 8 ff.).%° Psellos’ playing down of the emanational element in the articula-
tion of the cosmos is also an expression of his pessimism. For him this
universe does not hang together according to a mathematical model, and
our earth is a tragic place from which providence and grace are often absent,
and where packs of demons range freely in a world in which matter is viewed
in unambiguously dark colours.

Plethon and the New Spirit

Between Psellos” and Plethon’s time the corpus of the Chaldaean Oracles
together with Proclus’ considerable commentary was lost?® What Plethon
found was Psellos’ recension with its rather garrulous commentary punctu-
ated by the landmarks of Christian theology and by a vivid interest in magic.
Plethon proceeded to edit the text massively, and even more importantly to
reorganize the fragments according to the requirements of a system, and to
substitute in the title the adjective ‘Magian’ for ‘Chaldaean’.

The precise title of the Plethonian recension is Maytka Aoyia 7&v amo
ZwgodoTgov pubywv—Magian Oracles of the Magi Pupils of Zoroaster.
Before proceeding to enquire about the Persian connection, it is worth giving
a brief summary of Plethon’s carreer. George Gemistos assumed the name
Plethon with its obvious associations in 1439 when, at the age of about 80, he
travelled to Florence as a participant in the ill-fated Council of Union. On the
margin of his eristic activities as a committee member, Plethon delivered a
series of lectures on Plato which made a certain impact, irfluencing the
artistic repertory of the Italian Renaissance as much as the directions of
classical scholarship. Even more relevantly to our theme, he is reported as
having said at the Council that within a few years neither Christianity nor

Islam, but a new form of paganism, would be a universal religion?’

25 For a different view, Plethon No. 36 with commentary.

26 For the extraordinary length of the commentary, see. Marinus, V. Procl. 26.

27 George of Trebizond reports the following: ‘audivi ego ipsum Florentiae. .. asserentem
unam eandemque religionem uno animo, una mente, una praedicatione universum orbem paucis
post annis esse suscepturum. Cumque rogassem Christine an Machumeti? Neutram, inquit, sed
non a gentilitate differentem’, in Legrand (1903: No. 256, p. 287).
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Back in the Peloponnese Plethon spent the rest of his long life ddining this
paganism. In what survives of his magnum opus, the Laws (which inciden-
tally was burnt immediately after his death by thefirst Ottoman Patriarch of
Constantinople, George Gennadios Scholarios), Plethon sets out the prin-
ciples of a social and religious reform based on a monotheism more perfect,
as he postulates, than the laws of Christianity and Islam, since its prophet—
Zoroaster—is older and wiser than both Jesus and Muhammad. For Plethon
Zoroaster is ‘the most remarkable exegete of all divine and otherwise good
things’,”® his Myeuawv 7dv Abyw, that is the guide who inspires, reveals and
initiates in the mysteries of the beyond. As Plethon’s mentor, Zoroaster is
followed by a score of mythical and historical figures, the most important
among whom are Pythagoras, Plato and their successors Legg. 1. 1. 32). In
his Reply to Scholarios’ views on Aristotle, Plethon is more specific about his
spiritual genealogy, pointing out that Plato’s philosophy is based on the
Pythagorean tradition, but also stating that Pythagoras acquired his wisdom
through contact with the Zoroastrian Magi at whose feet he sat in Asia
Minor; ‘that this was the philosophy espoused by Plato is proven by the still
extant oracles of Zoroaster’s disciples, which agree on all accounts rdvry
kal marTws) with Plato’s doctrines’* Thus, without having recourse to the
Neoplatonists, Plethon reproduces their fundamental doctrine of the depend-
ence of Plato on Pythagoras, while adding another dimension, that of Zoro-
astrianism. What may be the background of this fantastic theory?

In a letter to Theodora Palaeologina, Gennadios Scholarios dfers the
following information on Plethon’s spiritual grounding:

the sum total of his apostasy was consummated by a certain Jew with whom he studied
because he was an expert on Aristotle. He was a follower of Averroes and of the other
Arab and Persian commentators of Aristotle’s works, which have been translated by
the Jews into their own language. He is also the man who acquainted him with
Zoroaster and the rest. With this man, who was ostensibly a Jew but in reality a
Hellene, he stayed for a long time not only as his pupil but also in his service being
supported by him. He was one of the most influential men at the Court of these
barbarians; his name was Elissaeus>’

In another letter to the Exarch of the Peloponnese Joseph, who had after
Plethon’s death sent Gennadios the Book of Laws, the patriarch addresses the
dead apostate in the following terms: ‘How could you deliver yourself to
Zoroaster?. .. You were introduced to him, about whom you knew nothing
before, by the polytheist Elissacus who pretended to be a Jew, and was at the
time a man of great influence at the Court of the barbarians. Youfled your

2 Legg. 1. 1. 30, and for what follows in the text.

2 Contra Scholarii pro Aristotele objectiones ed. E.V. Maltese (Leipzig, 1988), 5. 4. Plethon
has also left a short theogony in prose ZwgoaoTgelwy Te kai IHaTwvikdv Soyudrwy
ov Ke(pa)\a[wmg, ed. C. Alexander, in Traité des Lois (Paris, 1858), 262-9.

30 George Scholarios Gennadios, Euvres compleétes, iv, ed. L. Petit, M. Jugie, and X. A.
Siderides (Paris, 1935), 152; Bidez and Cumont (1938: O 115, 11 260).
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country and lived with him in order to absorb his wonderful teaching.’
Gennadios’ information is corroborated by Plethon’s laconic statement: ‘I
have learned about Averroes from the greatest Italian sages and from the
Jews”.>! How are we to interpret this evidence?

A combined reading of the times and the personal circumstances of George
Gemistos would yield something like the following. Born around 1360 in
Constantinople to a well-to-do and influential family, George had the bendfit
of an excellent education. His tutor, Demetrios Kydones, was a pupil of the
Hesychast Nicholas Kabasilas and the translator of Thomas Aquinas, but
also a well-travelled man who understood in depth both East and West, both
theology and politics. Gemistos was thus aware of an esoteric tradition in
East and West when as a young man he set out for Adrianople where the
Ottoman Court had been established since the 1360s. What led him there was
clearly the reputation of a wise man, expert in the Arab commentators and
also versed in mystical wisdom; his learning need not however have been
specifically Kabbalistic, an assumption generally advanced by historians
because Elissaeus was a Jew. Things were (and are) much more vague than
that, and the mystical syncretism of the various spiritual masters who were
influential for a time at a Seljuk or an Ottoman Court could be compounded
of the most extraordinary (or even contradictory) ingredients from East and
West, from scholastic and popular quarters alike. Elissaeus—a mysterious
figure who seems to have been burnt at the stake—appears to have accepted
George as his muirid, that is as a pupil who had to live with him and serve him
on a daily basis, thus slowly progressing along the stations of the spiritual
way not least through the virtue of obedience. His teaching would have been
heterodox by the standards of any official dogma, since it was an eclectic
synthesis borrowing elements andfigures from all traditions and reorganizing
them according to his own judgement. And Plethon’s marked indfference to
the ritual aspect of the Chaldaean Oracles may owe something to his master’s
unconventional attitude towards religious practice. However this may be,
Scholarios’ information that Elissaeus was eventually burnt alive would tally
with the overall picture: spiritual masters who proved too original were
condemned by the Islamic establishment to exemplary deaths. Such was
indeed the fate of Shihaboddin Yahya Sohrawardi (1155-91), the Iranian
mystic, whose influence Henry Corbin detects behind Plethon’s theories.

Sohrawardi was an Azerbaidjani, that is a native of the Zoroastrian holy
land of Atropatene. His conviction that in Iran the sacred tradition had
suffered no break with the coming of Islam led him to regard Zarathustra
as the original prophet. Even more interestingly, he turned to Plato, whose
Ideas he interpreted for the purposes of his theosophical system in terms of
Zoroastrian angelology. An elaborate hierarchy of worlds, intelligences, and
corresponding angels unites the one and only God of the Islamic faith with

31 Masai (1956: 60 n. 2).
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man who may, thanks to this cosmic and at the same time gnosiological and
salvational ladder, ascend and reach the ultimate cause of being. And it is this
very ‘ladder’, this intermediate angelic realm which extends between the
Intelligible and the Sensible, between the face of God (to use Islamic vocabu-
lary) and the face of Man, that is the domain of Revelation.

Sohrawardi’s sanctioning of the prehistory, as it were, of Iranian religion
together with his Platonist leanings may have qualfied him for a martyr’s
death, but at the same time they earned him a rich intellectual progeny, the
so-called Platonists of Persia (known as the Ishragiytin), to the study and
propagation of whose teaching Henry Corbin devoted his life. Unlike Cor-
bin, I do not believe in a direct influence of Sohrawardion Plethon, though an
indirect knowledge of his writings through oral channels seems to me very
probable. Sohrawardi’s renown was vast and Elissaeus sounds exactly the
type of man to be fascinated by the synthesis of Zarathustra and Plato
attempted by the Iranian scholar. Such a man would then serve up to his
audience his own brand of the way to salvation—possibly without any
reference to his source. Plethon’s emphasis on the importance of orality—
&md pwvijs—in any theological teaching, ‘so that the disciples become wiser
in their soul rather than keeping their science in books’ (Contra Schol. 5. 2) is
a characteristic feature of all mystical traditions. Being syncretistic by nature
as well as averse to the practice of footnoting and, above all, secretive,
distinguishing between an inner (bdtin) and an outer (zahir) meaning in
everything, such traditions make it very dificult for outsiders—and even
for insiders—to follow up their intellectual lineage.

Back home from the Court of the Barbarians, Plethon eventually came
across Psellos’ recension of the Chaldaean Oracles and, remembering not
only the words of Elissaeus but also the tradition which attributed Oracles to
Zoroaster,*? he recognized in the hexameters the sage’s revelation to mankind
as transmitted by his pupils. The short concise commentary that he dedicated
to the sacred book that would replace the Bible and the Koran, propagates a
theology of light which proceeds in strict verticality, and an angelology whose
function is soteriological. This scheme contradicts and exposes both the
Trinitarian structures of the Christians and the inaccessible unicity of the
Koranic God. A strong didactic streak permeates the Plethonian corpus,
which systematically ascends from the subjective to the objective—from a
psychic to a cosmic level. Once the principles of how the descended soul can
embark on its journey of return have been established, the ontological
structure of the universe is revealed to the initiate. The gnosis imparted by
the Magian revelation is at once theoretical and theophanic-salvational, its
purpose being initiatory and ultimately redemptive.

32 Nicholas of Damascus, ITA. 90 fr. 68, 372 (Jacoby). According to Bidez and Cumont (1938:
i. 99), the Zwgodargov \oyua, which are mentioned by Nicholas of Damascus alongside the
Z1BvAs xemouol, are likely to have been composed in Greek at the beginning of our era; cf.
Porphyry, V. Plot. 16:Amokalbfes . . . ZwgodaTov.
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From Iamblichus onwards the Chaldaean Oracles served the Neoplatonists
as the holy book par excellence, a text more sacred even than the Orphic and
the Platonic writings, and as such it was assiduously commented on by each
successive generation of believers. Like them, Psellos viewed the hexameters
as a treasure-house of spiritual truths, the holy book of a community into
which he would integrate himself at least philosophically if not theologically,
as a scholar rather than a fully fledged adept. Indeed the distinction between
the two is tenuous, as witnessed by the embarassed tone that often underlies
Psellos’ statements. But the sincerity of his allegiance should not be called
into doubt: the spirit in which he approaches the Oracles as revealed through
his commentary testifies to no substantial break with the Neoplatonic trad-
ition and it would not be an exaggeration to say that his task as an exegete is
in no way different from that of his late antique predecessors who in their
attempt to create a religious oecumenism interpreted all theogonies and
theologies whether Greek or Oriental in the light of the Platonic Theology.
Likewise and with similar intentions Psellos viewed the Chaldaean Oracles
sub specie Christianitatis. In scholastic, if not in essential terms, he is thedirect
descendant of the Neoplatonists.

Plethon on the other hand belongs to a totally dfferent world, a world
governed by the spirit of cosmopolitanism in social and especially cultural
terms. The oral tradition of an Oriental mysticism—not necessarily narrowly
Islamic—which had flourished since the ninth century in the greater Middle
East and which had been abundantly fertilized by Neoplatonism, was a
primary influence on him and an influence that he succeeded in amalgamating
with what one might call for reasons of practical convenience the Florentine
Neopaganism. As a commentator on the Oracles, Plethon is theindirect heir
of the Neoplatonists, the man who appropriated their most sacred text not
simply in order to reinterpret it within its own context, but so that he might
use it as the companion of a new spiritual way.
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Plethon and Scholarios on
Aristotle

GEORGE KARAMANOLIS

Introduction

The final phase of Byzantine philosophy is marked by the onset of a great
controversy over the primacy of the two main ancient authorities in philoso-
phy, namely Plato and Aristotle. The whole controversy, which soon spread
widely among Greek intellectuals of the time, marks a clear revival of
Byzantine philosophical thought in many senses. In terms of quantity, for
instance, we witness a significant rise in the number of philosophical treatises,
which are concerned in one way or another with this debate which started in
1439. This is the date when George Gemistos Plethon (1355/60-¢.1453)
published his short work ITept &v *Apiotorélys mpos IINaTwva
Stagpéperar (henceforth mentioned as De differentiis) in which he strongly
criticized Aristotle’s philosophy as being much inferior to Plato’s. Four or
five years later George Scholarios (1400/5-1472) will respond to Plethon with
a long and carefully argued work defending Aristotle against Plethon’s
criticisms (Kata v ITMbwvos dmopiawv ém *ApioToTéler; henceforth
mentioned as Contra Plethonem).” Plethon will reply to Scholarios five or
six years later (i.e. 1448/9) now advocating his views in a much more scholarly
manner and criticizing further Aristotle’s philosophy (Zpos Tas Zxolaplov
mepl  ApioToTélovs avriapers; henceforth mentioned as Contra

In writing this article I have benefited much from discussions I had with Chris Deliso and from
his own work on Plethon. I am most grateful to Dr Katerina Ierodiakonou and Prof. Michael
Frede who commented on earlier versions of this paper and suggested numerous improvements.
Helena Thomaides improved significantly the style of my penultimate draft.

' I use the edn. of B. Lagarde, ‘Le De Differentiis de Plethon d’aprés 'autographe de la
Marcienne’, Byzantion, 43 (1973), 312-43. An English tr. of Plethon’s treatise is provided in
Woodhouse (1986: 192-214).

2 Scholarios wrote his work in the last half of 1443 or thefirst half of 1444; see Woodhouse
(1986: 216). I use the edn. of L. Petit, M. Jugie, and X. A. Siderides,Euvres completes de Gennade
Scholarios, iv (Paris, 1935), 1-118.
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Scholarii).> Scholarios did not write a direct reply to Plethon’s novel treatise
but he hardly lost interest in the issue?

With Plethon and Scholarios the scenery for a heated philosophical debate
was set.” Scholarios” student, Matthew Kamariotes, will write against Ple-
thon, while Theodore Gazes will be equally critical of him® Plethon’s views
also found support. Michael Apostoles responds to Gazes with a brief treatise
in which he criticizes Aristotle’s views on substance” This prompted Gazes’
cousin, Andronikos Kallistos, to write in defence of Gazes, advocating
Aristotle’s views against the criticisms of Plethon and Apostoles® The most
ardent critic of Plethon, and admittedly the most bitter writer in the whole
controversy, will be George Trapezountios (1395-1472/3) who writes a po-
lemical work in which he praises Aristotle and vilfies Plato.” Trapezountios
was the first in the controversy to write in Latin. His work will open up the
discussion to Westerners, and indeed several Italians will take part in it!® A
thorough reply to Trapezountios will come from Plethon’s friend and corres-
pondent Bessarion, who had closely followed the development of this debate.
Bessarion criticizes Trapezountios for his hostility to Plato but also attempts
to approach the whole issue of the merits of the Platonic and Aristotelian
philosophy, and how the two compare, in a scholarly way; he not only shows
a far better knowledge of the ancient texts than anyone involved in the
controversy that far, but also tries to be fair in his judgement!' Though he
himself was an ardent Platonist, Bessarion takes an intermediary position
between Platonists and Aristotelians, arguing that the ancients used to see the
philosophies of Plato and Aristotle as being largely in accord.

Contentious though the spirit may have been to some extent, this contro-
versy strongly revived philosophical discussion among Byzantines. Philo-
sophical topics which had always been regarded as important in Byzantine
philosophy, like, for instance, the question of fate and free will!? or the

3 1 use the edn. of E. V. Maltese, Georgius Gemistus Plethon Contra Scholarii pro Aristotele

objectiones (Leipzig, 1988).
Scholarios wrote a long letter to Plethon about 1450 in which the tone is rather reconcili-

atory; printed in his Opera, iv. 118-51.

> For a short historical account of the Plato—Aristotle controversy see Monfasani (1976: 201
29). Mohler (1942: i. 346-98) gives an account of the main contributions to the controversy.

© See below nn. 12 and 13.

7 Seen. 13.

8 See n. 13.

' Comparationes philosophorum Aristotelis et Platonis(published in 1458). Before this, Tra-
pezountios wrote a work against Gazes (c.1454); see Woodhouse (1986: 365).

19 See Monfasani (1976: 214-29).

"' Bessarion responded to Trapezountios in 1469 with his In calumniatorem Platonis (ed.
Mohler, ii). Bessarion published the last book (6) of this work independently before that date
as De arte et natura (later appended to his longer work) to respond to Trapezountios on
Aristotle’s conception of teleology, more precisely, whether nature has a purpose. See Monfasani
(1976: 209-11).

12 The main texts are by Plethon, ITepl efpapuévys, ed. C. Alexandre (Paris, 1858; repr.
Amsterdam 1966), 64-78; Theodore Gazes, [Tept éxovoiov kal dxovoiov, ed. Mohler, iii.
239-46; Matthew Kamariotes, A6yot 800 mpos ITMjfwva mept elpapuévns ed. A. S. Reimarus
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question of universals'® become fashionable again, and now they are treated
in the framework of the Plato—Aristotle dispute. What interests now is not so
much how the views of Plato or Aristotle are to be construed, but which one
of these views is right, given a certain construal. In order to construct such an
argument, the Byzantines had to go back not only to the texts of Plato and
Aristotle, but also to their ancient commentators. So now the Byzantinesfind
themselves engaged in a discussion of their philosophical tradition. As we
know, this is the ancient philosophical tradition which Byzantine philoso-
phers inherited from late antiquity and continued in many ways; they were
engaged in the exegesis of ancient texts, they were addressing philosophical
problems inherited from antiquity, approaching them in ancient philosoph-
ical terms, and they also showed their preferences for, or even loyalty to,
certain ancient philosophical authorities. But now Byzantine philosophers,
like Plethon, Scholarios, Gazes, and Bessarion, to name the most prominent,
feel the need to take a clear position towards the ancient philosophical
tradition, argue rigorously about the use of specfic ancient philosoph-
ical sources, and, most especially, try to justify their philosophical predilec-
tions.

One may indeed wonder why such a discussion arose at all at the end of the
Byzantine era and why, once it arose, it found such fertile ground and went
on for decades. One explanation, in my view, for why such a discussion arose
so vividly, has to do with the increasing consciousness among Byzantines that
the ancient philosophical tradition was not one body of thought, but that it
was extraordinarily rich in different, and indeed rival, authorities and schools
of thought. The more use they made of ancient philosophical authorities, the
more they realized how much these authorities difer on several fundamental
issues. Plato and Aristotle were the most prominent among them and had
become part of the philosophical curriculum of Platonist schools from the
third to the sixth centuries AD, as the several extant Neoplatonist commen-
taries suggest. This was a tradition which Byzantines largely inherited, and
after the revival of learning in the ninth century, they were becoming more
and more eager to show their preference for the philosophy of Plato or that of
Aristotle and to be committed Platonists or Aristotelians.

Yet it was more complicated than this. From the end of the classical age
and until the end of late antiquity there had been propounded many diferent,
often rival, ways to construe the texts of Plato and Aristotle. Being an
Aristotelian or a Platonist, most especially, did not indicate a ddinite

(Leiden, 1721); cf. the correspondence between Bessarion and Plethon,Epist. 18-21, ed. Mohler,
iii. 455-68. Scholarios also made remarks on the question(s) of fate and determinism in several of
his writings. For some references see Turner (1964: esp. 365-72).

13 See mainly Bessarion, IIpos 76 IT\fwvos mpos AptoToTéln mept ovoias (ed. Mohler, iii.
149-50); Theodore Gdzes Ipds H)m@wva vn'ep ApLaTOTe)\ovs (ibid. 153-8); Michael Apos-
toles, Hpog Tas vmép *ApioToTélovs mepl ovoias KkaTd 17/\7]0wvog Beodipov TOU [‘aé'q
avrc)mtpets (ibid. 161-9); Andronikos Kallistos, ITpos 7ds Muxanrov *AmooTdlov ratd
Bebdwpov dvTpes (ibid. 170-203).
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philosophical position, but rather a whole range of them. This happened
because the works of Aristotle and especially of Plato allowed plenty of room
for personal interpretation. As a result, we have many varieties of Platonism
and of Aristotelianism, that is, varieties of exegetical traditions of the clas-
sical authorities, which, when seen with reference to a particular question,
amount to quite different philosophical positions. All these varieties, which
often strongly contested each other, had claims on counting as orthodox. The
Byzantines inherited various forms of Platonism and Aristotelianism, but
they largely forgot the polemic between or within schools over alternative
interpretations of the two classical philosophers.

Another element which seems to have played a crucial background role
was Christianity. The Byzantines were Christians, and to some extent Byzan-
tine philosophy evolved from the Christian philosophy of late antiquity. A
party of early Christians considered philosophy helpful for the elucidation
and articulation of the Christian dogma. Byzantine philosophers basically
continue this Christian philosophical tradition which from its origins and
through the centuries appropriated various elements of the ancient philo-
sophical tradition according to its needs. Elements from Platonic, Aristotel-
ian, Stoic, or Neoplatonic philosophy fascinated diferent Christian thinkers
who integrated them into their own treatment of issues about Christian
dogma. The early Patristic tradition tended to show a clear preference for
Plato’s philosophy, while in later Greek Patristic thought (from the eighth
century onwards) this changes.!* Aristotle’s philosophy, which often had
been met with hostility by the early Fathers, enjoyed a remarkable revival
in the eight and ninth centuries and again from the eleventh century onwards.
As Byzantine philosophers were Christians, they often were strongly inter-
ested in how ancient philosophical views compare to Christian dogma and
had views as to which ancient philosophical authority was closer to Chris-
tianity. If they did not explicitly express their views on this question, these can
be nevertheless detected in their attempts to provide philosophical treatment
of questions raised by the Christian faith which inclined more to the one or
the other direction or tradition. Accordingly, their philosophical treatises
acquire a Platonic, Aristotelian, or even Stoicflavour.

The existence of conflicting tendencies is already manifest in the eleventh
century in arguments on how to construe ancient philosophical textsvis-a-vis
Christian doctrine. To mention the most conspicuous cases, the Aristotelian-
ism of John Italos (¢.1025-82) or of Eustratios of Nicaea (1050-c.1120) was
perceived as a philosophical position filled with pagan atheism, and in this
spirit was condemned by the official Church.!” Two centuries later the

!4 In the Latin Patristic tradition there is a clear shift in allegiances from Plato in late antiquity
and the early Middle Ages to Aristotle in the 13th cent. See Hankins (1996: 360—77). Such a shift
is less clear in the Greek Patristic tradition.

15 The condemnation of Italos and Eustratios is to be found in theSynodikon, ed. J. Gouillard
(1967: 57-71, with his comments in 188-202). Their philosophical views are discussed by Lloyd
(1987); Mercken (1990: 410-19).
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question of the value of Aristotle’s philosophy and how it compares with
Plato’s is openly discussed in some detail by Theodore Metochites (1270—
1332) and Nikephoros Gregoras (1324-1398)!6 In all these discussions the
primary issue is not so much how Aristotle’s philosophy compares with
Plato’s, but rather which philosophy is sound, that is, which philosophical
authority comes closer to Christian doctrine. This, as we will see, will be the
main point of the entire controversy which started with Plethon and Scholar-
10s. Almost certainly, then, this controversy brought to the surface tendencies
which for a long time existed among the Byzantines.

But one still wonders what triggered the discussion in mid{ifteenth century
so forcefully as to acquire such dimensions. One factor which clearly played a
role is the prominence of one distinct interpretative line of ancient philosophy
which by then had been present on the Byzantine philosophical scene for
some time. I refer to the Western scholastic tradition of interpreting Aristotle.
The first contacts with this tradition go back to the days of Maximos
Planoudes (c.1255-1305) and especially Demetrios Kydones (1324-98)!7
But, as we will see, Scholarios is much more philosophically committed to
scholasticism and sets out to integrate it within the Byzantine philosophical
tradition. It was partly the prominence of the scholastic tradition which led
Byzantines to reconsider their own stance on ancient philosophy and how, if
at all, it differed from the Westerners.

Plethon clearly refers to this tradition in thefirst lines of his De differentiis.
Further, it is quite telling that Plethon’s De differentiis originated in lectures
which he gave to Italian intellectuals who were certainly familiar with
the scholastic school of thought and perhaps had had enough of it by then.
Plethon tells us that his De differentiis was written ‘for those attached to
Plato’ (Contra Scholarii 24. 28-9). Undoubtedly such a comparison of Plato
to Aristotle would be much more significant in a place like Italy where
scholasticism had been thriving for more than two centuries. But the prom-
inence of scholasticism is only one important aspect for our understanding of
the entire controversy. Clearly we need to closely examine the philosophical
motives behind it—and this will be one of my aims in this chapter.

One may ask here why I assume that the motives behind this controversy
were solely philosophical. I would answer that I do not. There are still many
unanswered questions concerning the origins of the controversy and more
generally, concerning the intellectual climate of the time. Furthermore, we
know that political concerns permeated almost all theological and intellectual
discussions then. So I do think that there are more than philosophical
motives involved here. But I want to argue that this controversy also has

16 See Theodore Metochites, Miscellanea philosophica et historica, ed. C. G. Miller and
T. Kiessling (Leipzig, 1821), chs. 3, 9, 25; SevCenko (1962: 241-3); Nikephoros Gregoras,
Florentios, 1262-70, ed. P. Leone, Florenzo o Intorno alla Sapienza (Naples, 1975). The second
part of Florentios is nothing else but a criticism of Aristotle’s philosophy.

7 For the history of the reception of Aquinas in Byzantium see Papadopoulos (1974);
Podskalsky (1977: 180-220).
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philosophical motives and, more generally, a serious philosophical dimen-
sion. This dimension has not been appreciated so far, as this debate has been
largely approached as a cultural phenomenon!® The arguments advanced by
the parties involved, for instance, have hardly been studied. Yet most works
written in the years of the controversy have philosophical ambitions, some
are of philosophical interest, and some even have philosophical merits. If we
want to appreciate them justly, we have to study them as philosophical texts.
This can be done in two main ways: (¢) in purely philosophical terms (that is,
how good they are and how they recommend their authors as philosophers),
and (b) from the point of view of the history of philosophy, that is, by
researching their sources and their influence.

This latter project is particularly important because the use of philosoph-
ical sources is central to the whole controversy, and I will basically focus on
this here. I will examine the conception Plethon and Scholarios have of
Aristotle’s philosophy and the arguments by means of which they attacked
or justified Aristotelian philosophy. This will lead me on to investigate how
Plethon and Scholarios operate the ancient philosophical sources, and to
which they are most indebted. It will emerge, I hope, that, concerned though
they were with problems which also preoccupied ancient philosophers, Ple-
thon and Scholarios appear to make very selective reference to, and use of,
the relevant ancient sources. On the basis of their use of ancient sources at
least, both will appear to be far more complicated than what labels such as
‘Platonist’ or ‘Aristotelian’ would capture. I will try to look more closely into
one particular argument to which both Plethon and Scholarios assign much
weight, namely the argument concerning Aristotle’s explanation of how the
world came about. The reason why I want to focus on this is that this
argument exemplifies the use of various philosophical resources in the con-
troversy. It also may illuminate for us, at least partly, how Scholarios justfies
his use of Aristotle’s philosophy and to which interpretative tradition Plethon
may have objected when he criticized Aristotle’s philosophy.

Plethon’s Criticism of Aristotle

The publication of the De differentiis was a turning-point in Plethon’s career.
It was the first work which George Gemistos published under the name
‘Plethon’ (which was meant to allude to Plato), thus intending to manifest
his philosophical allegiance and his philosophical aspirations!® Until that

18 See for instance Monfasani (1976), Kristeller (1979), and esp. Hankins (1986). Monfasani
admits that the lack of scholarly attention to the philosophical arguments precludes the just
apPreciation of the debate.

° Presumably Plethon wanted to become known as a second Plato. Marsilio Ficino refers to
him as follows: ‘Plethonem quasi alterum Platonem’ (Opera Omnia, ii. 1537, quoted by Wood-
house 1986: 187).
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time, Gemistos had not been inactive in philosophical matters. By then he
had written a summary of the doctrines of Zoroaster and Plato and a treatise
On Virtues.”® The latter he may have published shortly before his De differ-
entiis. Presumably by then he had also written his commentary on the
Chaldean Oracles.?' Yet his De differentiis is quite unlike these works in a
number of ways: it has a distinctly polemic tenor, it examines several philo-
sophical issues on which Plethon had never expressed himself before, and
most importantly, it does not contain traces of a spirit which several of
Plethon’s contemporaries regarded as one of his characteristics, namely
paganism.

Already the formulation of the work’s title (Tept OV ApioToTélns mpos
II\aTwva Swapéperar) is indicative of its aim and its scope. To begin with,
Plethon does not profess to compare Platonic with Aristotelian philosophy
and as part of such an enterprise to discuss Aristotle’s diferences from Plato.
He rather exclusively focuses on Aristotle’s diferences from Plato, taking
Plato as the standard against which he measures Aristotle. Plethon argues
that Aristotle differs from Plato in all fundamental philosophical questions,
and it is on those that Plethon will focus in his work De diff. 330. 3-6).*
Aristotle’s differences from Plato’s views are taken to amount to departures
from the truth which Plato’s philosophy represents, and as such they are to be
criticized. The title’s formulation further suggests that Plethon took Aristo-
tle’s departures from Plato to constitute a rebellion against his master?’

The impression conveyed by the title is confirmed by the treatise. Plethon’s
criticisms of Aristotle often take the form of merely contrasting the view of
the Platonists or of Plato (o wept I[TA\dTwva) with Aristotle’s contradictory
view (De diff. 326. 31-327. 18, 328. 5-20, 330. 8-331. 15, 342. 28-37). In most
cases Plethon gives little argument as to why Aristotle’s views are to be
criticized. It looks as though it is sufficient for him to prove that Aristotle
indeed departed from Plato’s views. His main charge against Aristotle is lack
of understanding and acumen (auafia; 324. 28, 334. 17, 342. 28; cf. 327. 12
008€v Suakplvwy); Aristotle, in Plethon’s view, did not understand, or mis-
understood, Plato’s doctrines and came to think that they were in need of
amendment and improvement which he aimed to dfer with his innovations
(kawoToteiv, 330. 27; kexawoldynTat, 331. 31). As he argues it, Aristotle

2 Zwpoaosrpelwv Te kai Matwvikav Soypbrwv cvykepalaiwaots, ed. C. Alexandre,
Traité des Lois, (Paris, 1858, repr. Amsterdam, 1966), 262-9, ITept dperv, ed. J. P. Migne
(PG 160. 866—82).

' Mayurd Moyia 7w &md Tob Zwpodarpov Méywv éénynbdévra; on this work see Wood-
house (1986 43-61).

09 yap (17T(1V’T(1 an’)\ws Ta ApLGTOTe)\ovs‘ muv 8L0p490vv 7TpOK€LT(1L éda mepl
TV ‘ueywﬂuv ,u,ovwv Kal KuprTaTwV elmelv, kal Qv pdhiora mpos IMAdTwva
Bnevnvey,uevos oUK dMyw & uéow Tavdpds Méevrra (De diff. 330. 3-6; cf. 334. 17-20).

3 Plethon’s title is similar in formulation with the title of one of Numenius’ works (mid-2nd
cent. AD) written to castigate the sceptical Academy’s betrayal of what he takes to be Plato’s
philosophy entitled ITept 75s TV Axadnuaixdv wpos IINaTwva StaoTaoews (ap. Eusebium,
Praeparatio Evangelica 14. 4-9; fr. 24-9 Des Places).
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innovated in philosophy without any actual philosophical reason €lk); De
diff. 331. 30; cf. 334. 23) and only as a result of his contentious spirit De diff.
334. 23-6, 342. 40) and his desire for vainglory (Contra Scholarii 5. 14). This
view goes back to antiquity.* and, as we will see, Plethon may have been
acquainted with one of its sources.

Plethon nevertheless recognizes that Aristotle’s teaching is permeated by
Plato’s doctrines. Indeed, he accuses Aristotle of having drawn heavily
on Plato (Contra Scholarii 5. 19-20).2° But since Aristotle eventually dis-
torted Plato’s views in one way or other, he is, according to Plethon, a
degraded Platonist who preserves a confused picture of the Platonic heritage.
This Plethon sees as evident in Aristotle’s writings. He claims that whenever
Aristotle contradicts Plato he falls into mistakes and self-contradictions.
This is, for instance, the case, Plethon argues, with universals, on which
Aristotle contradicted his earlier, more Platonic, position @odudwvos
etvas; De diff. 325. 16-24). Similar contradictions are allegedly to be detected
in Aristotle’s views on chance and necessity (De diff. 332. 24-5), or on the
immortality of the soul (Contra Scholarii 26. 25-8). Plethon here uses an
ancient technique which we most clearlyfind in Plutarch, especially in his On
the Contradictions of the Stoics where Plutarch accuses the Stoics of falling
into contradiction just where, and by implication just because, they diverge
from Plato.*

Plethon’s criticism is based on the view wefind in several ancient Platonists
according to which Plato’s philosophy represents the complete truth, a truth
revealed to mankind and hence sacrosanct>’ Such a view, of course, suggests
that Plato is committed to certain doctrines and that his philosophy amounts
to a complete set of doctrines covering all crucial philosophical issues.
We know, however, that Plato’s philosophical writings do not lend itself to
such a systematization. The reasons why Platonists nevertheless had such a
conception of Plato’s philosophy cannot be expounded here. The crucial
point for us here is that Platonists of this conviction had to construct Plato’s
doctrines themselves, either by relying on isolated Platonic passages which
appealed to them, or by relying on sources other than Plato’s texts. Plethon
evidently took such a view and followed similar practices. He maintains that

24 Aristotle’s ingratitude to Plato wasfirst suggested by Aristotle’s student, Aristoxenus, but it
was emphasized by Atticus in the 2nd cent.AD, who accused him of contentiousness. The charge
was repeated by Origen and Theodore of Cyrrhos. Diring (1957: 318-28, 373-4) has collected the
relevant testimonies.

B A CApuoTorélns, dournTis yeyovws TINaTwve kal émeira Dmd TPOOKYNUATL
phocoplas copioTiky peTewy kal kevijs 86éms épaclels éml T dlas €avtod
apxnyérns yevéobar, Tas pev Vo IINaTwvos ovyyeypauuévas dtlocopias dpxas éx
TauTOMwY €rdv és éxeivov katedvbvias dvéoTpehé Te kal Siépbeiper, & & amod pwvis
II\dTwvos Sukovoer adTds CUyyeypadws €avrol émotioaro, cuyvd kal év adTols
apaptdw. (Contra Scholarii 5. 14-20)

26" On Plutarch’s method and argument see Boys-Stones (1997).

27 Cf. Numenius ap. Eus. Praep. evan. 9. 7. 1, Atticus ap. Praep. evan. 9. 1. 2, Diogenes
Laertius 3. 56.
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Plato, like the Pythagoreans before him, did not write down all of his
doctrines, but only the fundamental principles of philosophy, leaving the
rest to be articulated by his students on the basis of those principles and from
what they had heard from him (Contra Scholarii4. 10-5. 14). We will see that
Plethon attributed to Plato views of later sources, like those of the Stoics,
presumably on the grounds that these views had already been anticipated or
even outlined by Plato. So we have to treat Plethon’s presentation of what he
takes to be Plato’s philosophy with great caution.

The view that Plethon takes, according to which Plato’s philosophy repre-
sents the truth, or at least is very close to it, entails that there is no point or
room for progress further than Plato. Aristotle’s novelties, even infields like
logic or natural science, were not regarded as progress over Plato. Rather,
Plethon considers them trivial (De diff. 322. 7-8 on Aristotle’s science),
unsatisfactory, or simply mistaken (De diff. 323. 5-6 on Aristotle’s logic).
Like several ancient Platonists, Plethon seems to believe that Plato’s philoso-
phy was not only true but also complete, covering for all serious philosoph-
ical issues. Even later discoveries, including Aristotle’s, were often thought to
be already outlined in Plato. Under this conception of Plato’s philosophy,
Aristotle’s departures from it are assumed to amount to mistakes of various
kinds, since they represent departures from the truth. This is why Plethon
finds it sufficient criticism of Aristotle’s philosophy to show its distance from
Plato’s.

Before we pass to a closer examination of Plethon’s arguments against
Atristotle’s philosophical views, we have to ask ourselves why Plethon came to
criticize Aristotle so fiercely and what he aimed to achieve by this. If he
wanted to praise Plato’s philosophy, why did he do it in this way? Though
never an Aristotelian himself?® Plethon was not always so dismissive of
Aristotle’s views.? In the Book of Laws, for instance, which he published at
the end of his life, Plethon indicates in the prologue that in theology he will
follow Zoroaster and Plato, but that in natural philosophy he will follow
Aristotle (Legg. prol. 4, ed. Alexandre). Why then is Plethon so polemical
against Aristotle in the De differentiis?

The opening lines of Plethon’s De differentiis are important in this respect.
There he draws a contrast between the ancient philosophical tradition, on the
one hand, which, according to him, showed a clear predilection for Plato,
and, on the other, the trend of most Westerners, who, following the Arab
Averroes, held Aristotle in high esteem (De diff. 321. 3-8). So, Plethon seems
to suggest, if one wants to stay loyal to the ancients, one has to prefer Plato’s
philosophy. But such a claim is historically a gross oversimplfication. Scho-
larios will justifiably point out that many ancients preferred Aristotle to

28 Leo Allatius attributes to Plethon an Explicatio in voces Porphyrii et in decem Categorias
Aristotelis and a commentary on Aristotle’s Analytics, but this may be a mistake as there are no
traces of such works. See Woodhouse (1986: 20).

2 See, for instance, Plethon’s epistle 19 to Bessarion (ed. Mohler, iii. 460-1).
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Plato, like the Peripatetics, for instance, but, more signficantly, that many
Platonists in antiquity had a great respect for Aristotle, like Porphyry,
Syrianus, and Simplicius (Contra Plethonem 3. 1-34). Indeed, the majority
of the Platonist commentators in late antiquity were devoted students of
Aristotle,*® as they maintained that Platonic and Aristotelian philosophy
are quite compatible and rather complementary?' Scholarios presents Ple-
thon with a dilemma. Either Plethon ignores the ancient philosophical trad-
ition or he deliberately distorts it to fit his own argument, but in either case,
Plethon misrepresents the ancients and, more crucially for his argument,
ancient Platonism.

Plethon himself was, at least to some extent, aware of such an objection.
In his Contra Scholarii he concedes to Scholarios one exception among
Platonists, namely Simplicius, who admired and studied Aristotle?® How-
ever, Simplicius was not an exception but rather a typical case among late
ancient Platonists. It is difficult to imagine that Plethon did not know of the
works of Porphyry, Tamblichus, and other Neoplatonist commentators of
Aristotle, who may have preferred Plato to Aristotle, especially in areas like
metaphysics, but had also studied Aristotle, especially his logic. Yet Plethon
presents the Platonist tradition as united and talks about ‘the Platonists’ o¢
mept IINaTwva), as if there was only one stream of Platonism in antiquity.

Scholarios challenges Plethon’s assumed unity of the Platonist tradition
even further, when he emphasizes that Plethon represents a specfic kind of
Platonism, namely that of Proclus (Letter to the Princess of Peloponnese,
Opera, iv. 153. 23-4). This claim by Scholarios does not only dispute
Plethon’s correct representation of the Platonist tradition but quite clearly
also suggests as a reason Plethon’s commitment to a specific party of this
tradition. I will return to this claim of Scholarios below.

Plainly the reason why Plethon talks in terms of a unfied tradition of
Platonism and of ancient philosophy in general was his wish to dissociate the
Hellenic-Byzantine philosophical tradition from the Western one as strongly
as possible. Plethon separates the two in terms of their preferences for Plato
and for Aristotle, respectively. He seems to suggest that the scholastic use of
Aristotle resulted from a mistaken construal of his philosophy, on the basis of
which scholastics defended the great merit of Aristotle’s philosophy. As is
well known, they maintained that Aristotle’s philosophical views are aligned

30 For a brief survey see the introduction in Sorabji (1990).

31 Later in the controversy, Aristotelians will insist on this point and allude to ancient
Platonists like Porphyry (see e.g. Andronikos Kallistos, ed. Mohler, iii. 170-203). Bessarion
will acknowledge the testimony of these ancient sources and will take it into account.

32 Sumikios TobTo wovos mouel, kal Sjrds €0t kaTa THs EkkAnolas adTd TOLDY . . .
kal mewpaTal 81 ApioToTédn INaTwvi Te kal MTapuevidn cvvwdov dmodaivew, ovs 6Tiody
Mywv mlhavov, doa § dM\ot 7€ T@v matawwv katd *ApioToTélovs kal 87 kal I wTivos,
Ziumhikiov oD dpuelvawr dvp, cuvéypae kKaTd Te AAMWY adTOD KAl TV Y€ KATTYOpLOY,
boa ITpbdrlos kath Te AMwY Kkal wdloTo Tis adTod feoloylas. 6 8€ 7o Zuyumhikio katd
s €kklolas omovdacher edyvwpoolvmy kalels, kaimep Zwumlikiov pudhora adTd
memOK6TOS, 6 Kal adTOs TPOSs ceavTov Todakts éoxtoar. (Contra Scholariil. 20-2. 12).
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with the Christian dogma and lend support to Christian theology. But, how,
Plethon wonders in the first page of his De differentiis, can one claim this,
when Aristotle argues for a mortal soul and for a universe without creator,
indeed ‘inclining towards atheism’ (De diff. 332. 17-18; Contra Scholarii 41.
19-20)? How can there be a stronger contradiction with Christian doctrine?

It is this basic misunderstanding of Aristotle of which Plethon accuses
Scholarios when he criticizes him for lack of understanding Guadia,
dovveaia; e.g. Contra Scholarii 21. 30, 25. 17). He argues that Scholarios
badly misconstrues the spirit of Aristotle’s views (Contra Scholarii 6. 26-32,
11. 20-2, 17. 2-9, 20. 6-11, 29. 9-10, 42. 20-1), as he mistakes them for
philosophical views which support (cuuBatouevov; Contra Scholarii 17. 19)
Christian doctrine, while Plethon claims that he has done justice to the spirit
(Stavoua) of Aristotle’s views (Contra Scholarii6. 26-32, 11. 18-20, 20. 23), as
he is free from Scholarios’ bias.

Plethon seems to identify two distinct points, namely that Aristotle’s
philosophy is incompatible with Christian doctrine, and that Aris-
totle’s philosophy is bad philosophy. Plethon can do this dfectively because
he grants the widely shared assumption among both Byzantines and the
scholastics that pagan philosophy is to be judged against the ultimate criter-
ion of Christian revelation. According to this view, the philosophy of any
ancient author is good or bad to the degree it is close to Christian doctrine.
Such an assumption is central to Plethon’s argument. He does not claim that
the fault of the Western approach lies in its Christian perspective, but rather
in a certain philosophical bias which this perspective generated regarding
Aristotle’s philosophys; if this bias is resolved, then Aristotle’s philosophy is
left without value. Plethon sets out to resolve this bias by showing that Plato’s
philosophy is much closer to Christianity than Aristotle’s. If this holds, then
Aristotle opposition to Plato’s views amounts to opposition to Christian
doctrines. In this sense, Aristotle’s differences from Plato constitute sufficient
evidence for Aristotle’s opposition to Christianity.

But if this is the case, why, one wonders, does Plethon draw his initial
contrast between the ancients who preferred Plato and the moderns who
prefer Aristotle? One may say that such an argument would have a strong
appeal to the audience for which it was devised, namely to Italian humanists,
who would be eager to return to the ancients, but, as we have seen, it was a
weak point which Scholarios criticized.

Yet Plethon’s point may be more subtle. Scholarios apparently took the
reference to the ancients as a reference to pagans only, but Plethon is very
likely to have referred also to Christian Platonists. Indeed, in his Contra
Scholarii he mentions that Cyril of Alexandria had Plato’s philosophy and
not Aristotle’s in mind when he pronounced pagan philosophy as being
compatible (cuvwddy) with Christian faith (Contra Scholarii 3. 30-4. 7).
Plethon seems to refer to the view of early Church Fathers according to
which Plato’s philosophy was the best element in pagan culture, as it came
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close to Christian doctrine. This is a view which wefind in Justin Martyr, in
Clement, in Origen, and, quite clearly, in Eusebius, who tried to legitimize
Plato’s philosophy within the new faith by arguing that Plato had had
intimations of the Christian truth. If Plethon indeed refers to this early
Christian position, the traditional view about Plethon according to which
he was a pagan, a view which, as we will see, Scholarios repeatedly empha-
sized, seems to be contradicted. But even if this is so, this does not mean that
Scholarios’ view was entirely wrong. As often is the case, the means to
polemics may come from anywhere, if they enhance its dficiency. As I will
argue in the following, Plethon is likely to have drawn on a particular early
Christian source in his polemic against Aristotle’s philosophy.

Sources of Plethon’s Anti-Aristotelian Arguments

Plethon says in his Contra Scholarii(24. 24-9) that he wrote the De differentiis
when he was ill in Florence and was bored at home?* Even if we believe this,
Plethon could still have had access to books or he could have been under the
influence of authors whom he had studied in the past. Besides, Plethor’* had
time to revise his work before its publication when he came back to Mistra.
One source which may well have furnished him with anti-Aristotelian argu-
ments and abundant praise for Plato was Eusebius’ Praeparatio evangelicato
which Plethon was probably indebted.

Eusebius (writing early fourth century AD) devotes half a book (Praep.
evan. 15. 1-16) of this long work to discrediting Aristotle’s philosophy. On
the one hand, Eusebius aims to to expose the contradictions between pagan
philosophers, while, on the other, he means to stress the importance of Plato’s
philosophy as a philosophy which came closer to Christian truth; in this
sense, he argues, Plato had been superior to all other Greek philosophers
(11. 1. 3). The reason for Plato’s achievement, according to Eusebius, was
either the fact that Plato had come into contact with Hebrew wisdom or
because he had independent access to the truth (11. 8. 1). Aristotle, on the
other hand, according to Eusebius, contradicted Plato’s philosophy, and to
the extent that this philosophy has such a close proximity to Christian truth,

by contradicting Plato, Aristotle also contradicted Christianity>> As we have

3.0 yap 008 mavy omovddoaaw ékeiva auveypddn, dAG voscaaw v PrwpevTia,
ws KaL‘ aﬁ‘r(‘)s 0?00(1, Kal ék TE 7'”7)5‘ olklas év ) éokmrobuey cuXV@OY NUEPDY 0D TPOLOVOL, Kal
KkaTd TO €lrds GM\bovow, dua 8¢ T kal Tols IINdTwvi mpookeiuevois yapilopévors
ovveypaan (Contra Scholarii 24. 24-9)

3 Monfasani (1976: 201-2) and Diller (1956: 29) do not distinguish between the text of
Plethon’s lectures as delivered in Florence and the published text of the De differentiis. But
Plethon may have taken some time to revise and summarize his lectures. His text looks con-
densed, polished, and stylistically elaborate. On this scenario, which Ifind more credible, the De
diff. was disseminated about 1440/1.

5 Like Eusebius, Plethon feels the need to give an air of objectiveness to his criticism against
Aristotle. He thus says that he will not slander (cukodavreiv) Aristotle but that he will try to be
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seen, this is exactly the element on which Plethon’s criticism of Aristotle’s
philosophy relies.

In the Praeparatio Eusebius moves to discredit Aristotle’s philosophy by
quoting selected passages from Platonists who were wholly or partially
critical of Aristotle. I suggest that Plethon was familiar with this selection
of Platonist objections to Aristotle’s philosophy. There is some indirect
evidence in support of this hypothesis. Michael Apostoles, who defended
Plethon’s views against Gazes, when he comes to criticize Aristotle’s
views on the soul, mentions that ancient Platonists had already strongly
criticized them. The Platonists he refers to are Atticus, Plotinus, and
Porphyry (4d Gazae objectiones, ed. Mohler, iii. 166).*® These Platonists in
this order are those whom Eusebius quotes in his anti-Aristotelian
section (Praep. evan. 15. 4-13). Clearly Apostoles relies on Eusebius’ selec-
tion here.

One reason why Plethon himself is likely to have been inspired by the same
selection is that it covers a wide range of fundamental issues in which
Aristotle’s views diverged from Plato’s and includes issues which Plethon
highlights, like Aristotle’s rejection of the immortality of the soul, of Plato’s
theory of Forms, and of the divine providence. Eusebius’ anti-Aristotelian
polemic is carried out pre-eminently through the quotations from the Platon-
ist Atticus (second half of second century ap).*” Each one of the ten pre-
served, the prologue apart (fr. 1), focuses on a particular issue in which
Aristotle allegedly diverges from Plato’s doctrine, such as good life eudai-
monia; fr. 2), theology and divine providence (fr. 3), the creation of the world
(fr. 4), the fifth element (fr. 5), the nature and constitution of the universe (fr.
6), the immortality of the human soul (fr. 7), the world-soul (fr. 8), andfinally
Aristotle’s criticism of Plato’s Forms (fr. 9). Plethon’s De differentiis is
organized in sections in which he exposes Aristotle’s departure from Plato’s
views on a particular crucial issue, such as thefirst principle and the consti-
tution of the world (Migne I-1I), logic (Migne III-VIII), the soul and the
intellect (Migne IX-XI), ethics (Migne XII-XIII), thefifth element (Migne
XIV), questions on physics including Aristotle’s conception of teleology
(Migne XV-XVII), causality and determinism (Migne XVIII), motion
(Migne XIX), while in the remaining long section (Migne XX) Plethon
criticizes Aristotle’s rejection of Plato’s Forms.

fair with him (De diff. 321. 14-22; cf. Eus. Praep. evan. 14. 1. 13), although Aristotle slandered
Plato (De diff. 321. 15, 334. 21-4).

3 5 ~ ~ >
6. s d\ot Te ToAOL papTupodat, Kkai 81 kal *ATTikds kal IMwTivos, ért ye uy Kkal

ITopdipios év Tois mpos ’Af)LGTOTéAnV BiBXlots évTeéyetav elvar pdokovTa Ty Juxny. GAX
oUy oUTw mepL puxis 6 IINATwY épLhocddnaer 0UTe uiw TV €l8DY TépPL Kal TOV yevv, & 8m
dvadTaTa TOV OvTwy UmapyovTa, TepeTiouaTa Te Kal Mjpovs elmelv ApioToTéms
éré unoev. (Michael Apostoles, ed. Mohler, iii. 166. 2-6). The latter sentence is a literal
quotation of Atticus ap. Eus. Praep. evan. 15. 13. 1. .

37 The numbers of Atticus’ fragments are according to the edn. of them by E des Places,
Atticus Fragments (Paris, 1977).
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As we see, Plethon does not cover all issues which Atticus’ critical frag-
ments in Eusebius cover—he leaves out those which are irrelevant in an
argument for the contradiction between Aristotle’s philosophy and Christian
doctrine (that is, the world-soul and the constitution of the universe). Yet
Plethon attributes the same special importance to theology and divine provi-
dence, the question of good life (eudaimonia), the immortality of the soul, and
Plato’s Forms, which we also find in Atticus’ fragments. Furthermore, he
stresses the close connection between ethics, psychology, and theology,
exactly like Atticus does (Atticus fr. 3. 9-31, fr. 7. 11-28; Contra Scholarii
27.19-20).

Besides, some of Plethon’s arguments and his language are strongly rem-
iniscent of Atticus’ polemic. Regarding Aristotle’s view of man’sfinal end,
Plethon criticizes Aristotle for distancing himself as much as Epicurus, argu-
ing that Aristotle foreshadowed Epicurus’ view that pleasure should be man’s
final goal (De diff. 329. 24-32; Atticus fr. 3. 49-53)3® This misrepresentation
of Aristotle, who, as we know, agrees with Plato that pleasure cannot be the
supreme Good (Nicomachean Ethics 10. 2), occurs only in Atticus, who draws
this parallelism between Aristotle and Epicurus in order to underline Aris-
totle’s distance from Plato’s thought. In his Contra Scholarii, Plethon again
takes up this parallelism, which in Atticus also concerned divine providence
(fr. 3. 53-96), and now criticizes Aristotle for abandoning divine provid-
ence like Epicurus (Contra Scholarii 45. 9-10) and thus for inclining to
atheism (Contra Scholarii 45. 22-4; Atticus fr. 3. 96-100). Plethon also
repeats Atticus’ argument according to which Aristotle had maintained
against Plato that virtues are not sufficient for attaining a good life, but
that there also are goods other than virtue which contribute to a good life.
Like Atticus, Plethon attributes to Plato the Stoic position according to
which virtue is necessary and sufficient for a good life (De diff. 329. 19-22,
Contra Scholarii 34. 19-33). Indeed, quite generally, Plethon had a strong
sympathy for the Stoic philosophy and Stoic ethics in particular, presumably
because he thought that the Stoics preserve Plato’s doctrine in several areas
and especially in ethics.** Further, Plethon accuses Aristotle of being motiv-
ated by a contentious spirit against Plato (De diff. 321. 15, 334. 21-4, Contra
Scholarii 40. 20-7), a criticism which occurs prominently in Atticus (fr. 5. 15—
30, 6. 72-3, 7. 37-9, 87-9). Finally, Plethon’s use of the comparatively rare
word Tepériopa (De diff. 340. 37) to characterize a trivial Aristotelian point
is probably inspired by Atticus’ use of the word to refer to Aristotle’s

3 Trapezountios will make the same argument about Plato. See Monfasani (1976: 158); Garin
(1973). Trapezountios is probably inspired by Atticus’ argument too, which he now turns
against Plato. He not only knew the Praeparatio well, but he is the first who translated it into
Latin. Interestingly, he left out the anti-Aristotelian section of book 15. See Monfasani (1979:
78-9).

3 Plethon states that he will follow Plato and the Stoics in his ethics on hisBook of Laws (prol.
1, ed. Alexandre). Plethon’s debt to the Stoics becomes clear in hisITep! e(papuévys (64-78, ed.
Alexandre).
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supposedly contemptuous rejection of Plato’s Forms (fr. 9. 15-16)*° All these
indications strongly suggest that Plethon probably drew on Atticus’ excerpts
in the Praeparatio and was inspired by his polemical spirit against Aristotle.

Plethon may well have used further sources in his anti-Aristotelian work,
and I will suggest another one shortly, but he also produced personal argu-
ments in his criticism of Aristotle. An example is Plethon’s argument against
Aristotle’s conception of virtue as a mean (328. 5-329. 8, cf. Contra Scholarii
30. 22-3). Plethon contends that if virtue lies in the mean between two
extremes, as Aristotle maintained (NVicomachean Ethics2. 6-7), then a person
who wants what he ought to and does not want what he ought not to is
virtuous. But by this reasoning, Plethon argues, the totally wicked person
also achieves the mean, since he wants what he ought not to and does not
want what he ought to. The fallacy of Plethon’s argument lies in the fact that
at the same time he identifies the good with one extreme and with the mean
between the two extremes. But, as Scholarios rightly remarks Contra Pletho-
nem 87. 16-17), Aristotle does not say that all extremes are vices and all
means are virtues, but only that where virtue lies, this is the mean. Such a bad
argument suggests that Plethon did not always study the relevant parts of
Aristotle’s texts, but he instead relied on doxographical accounts of Aristo-
tle’s doctrines or on polemical accounts like those excerpted by Eusebius in
his Praeparatio evangelica.

Scholarios’ Defence of Aristotle

If we now look at Scholarios, he offers us a different prespective on Plethon’s
motivation in his criticism of Aristotle, which, as he claims, disconcerted him
so much that he decided to write a long response to Plethon’s treatise.
Scholarios argues that Plethon’s polemic is neither of mere scholarly import-
ance nor only about Aristotle, but is about ourselves, that is, about us as
Christians.*' Scholarios is not very explicit in his Contra Plethonem as to
which is Plethon’s goal in the De differentiis; he disputes that Plethon’s real
goal was merely to criticize Aristotle because of a philosophical attraction to
Plato’s philosophy (Contra Plethonem 8. 2-3) and claims that he had detected
traces of pagan superstition in Plethon’s work (Contra Plethonem 114.
19-115. 26). Elsewhere, though, Scholarios clearly expresses his concern
about the rise of paganism, saying that he takes issue with Plethon because
he is concerned about the Christian faith (Letter to Exarch Joseph,Opera, iv.
156. 4-7) and not because he was actually interested in defending Aristotle
(ibid.), since both Plato and Aristotle fall short of the truth of Christianity (cf.

40 The term is originally Aristotle’s (4n. post. 83%33), but also occurs in Philoponus (De aet.
mundi 31. 7 Rabe) in a section critical of Aristotle; cf. n. 36.
... dupo 8¢ kal ovy Vmép *ApioToTédovs pbvov kal aAnfelas, AL kal Hudy adT@y O
mbepos €éoTar. (Contra Plethonem 5. 36-6.1)
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Letter to Plethon, Opera, iv. 121. 27-35).** Indeed, in the margin of his
manuscript, Scholarios notes next to the title that his work is also ‘against
pagans, that is, polytheists’ (xal kard ‘EMAvav fror molvhéwr).*? Exactly
because Scholarios perceives Plethon’s attack as a thrust against the Chris-
tian identity of the Byzantines, he addresses his work to the Emperor Con-
stantine Palaeologos, thus trying to provoke an dficial response against him.
But why does Scholarios understand Plethon’s critical work in this way?

Scholarios seems to suggest that it is one thing to be attracted to Plato’s
philosophy more than Aristotle’s and quite another to criticize Aristotle
thoroughly. A Christian could also be attracted to Plato’s philosophy be-
cause of its proximity to Christian doctrine, but this is no reason for him to
deny such proximity in Aristotle’s philosophy. Scholarios argues that it is not
merely Plato’s philosophy which inspired Plethon—in his view, Plethon had a
very limited understanding of Plato (Contra Plethonem 8. 2 and passim)—but
rather a specific form of Platonism, namely that of Proclus (Letter to the
Princess of Peloponnese, Opera, iv. 153. 23-4), who was known for his
strongly paganistic religious spirit. Hence Scholarios expresses serious
doubts whether Plethon’s aim was to present Plato’s philosophy as being
better than Aristotle’s on the grounds that it is closer to Christianity. In
Scholarios’ view, Plethon’s aim was to restore paganism, and his attack on
Aristotle was a cunning way of attempting this. If Scholarios is not very
explicit about this in his Contra Plethonem, this is because, as we have seen,
there is nothing in Plethon’s work under attack to suggest the threat of
paganism. Apparently, Scholarios had at his disposal other evidence of
Plethon’s paganism and knew of his activities, although he did not write
anything against him before Plethon had published his De differentiis.** But
whatever other evidence Scholarios had, one still wonders why an attack on
Aristotle’s philosophy could be taken as equivalent to an attack on the
Christian faith. The fact that Scholarios decided to attack Plethon only after
the latter had criticized Aristotle is quite telling of Scholarios’ perception of
Aristotelian philosophy.

Scholarios explicitly argues that Aristotle came closer to Christian doc-
trines than any other philosopher (Contra Plethonem4. 34-5), and goes as far
as to identify Aristotle with Christian truth (95. 4). If we look elsewhere in
Scholarios’ work, we find this view again. In the Praise he composed of
Aristotle, Scholarios claims that Aristotle was the first philosopher to de-
nounce polytheism in favour of monotheism in a clear and unambiguous
way (Opera, viii. 507. 2-3). The question which arises now is how Scholarios

42 kal Hueis o0 IMaTwve grloveikodvres, ok *ApiaTorélovs meppovricdres Idla, T
8¢ oromd Tov TIeproTod yalemalvovtes, (Rw Ths mloTews meptTTov dAMws eiAdpueda
movov. (Letter to Exarch Joseph, Opera, iv. 156. 6-7)

43 See the apparatus criticus of the edn. of Petit, Jugie, and Siderides, Opera, iv. 1.

4 Scholarios claims (Letter to the Princess of Peloponnese,Opera, iv. 152-3) that Plethon was
expelled from Constantinople and sent into exile in Mistra, but it is not certain that this was the
reason why Plethon moved. See Woodhouse (1986: 29-30).
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came to form such a view about Aristotle’s philosophy. To answer this we
have to have some picture of Scholarios’ personality and philosophical
education.

Scholarios had an exceptionally good knowledge of philosophical litera-
ture.*> He was one of the few in his age who was familiar with both the Greek
exegetical tradition, and also the Latin philosophical tradition from August-
ine and Boethius to the scholastics and, most especially, to Thomas Aqui-
nas.*® Scholarios finds that in this last phase Latin philosophy had surpassed
all previous philosophers who wrote in Latin, and he confesses he wished
Thomas Aquinas had not belonged to the Western Church?’ Scholarios
indeed shows an unprecedented enthusiasm for scholastic philosophy and a
real dedication to it—he spent many years translating, summarizing, and
commenting on Aquinas’ works*® More importantly, Scholarios, unlike
previous Byzantine students of Aquinas, also shows a strong philosophical
commitment to scholastic philosophy* and his study of Aristotle is largely
guided by Aquinas. He quite openly expresses his admiration for the scholas-
tic achievement in his dedicatory letter to the Emperor Constantine Palaeo-
logos which prefaces his commentary on Aristotle’s logical works. There
Scholarios states that in his Aristotelian commentaries he adopts the scholas-
tic method of writing a philosophical commentary. He justfies this by saying
that he considers this method to be a clear advance over the ancient and the
Byzantine method of writing commentaries® Indeed, his commentaries on
Aristotle’s works show a strong influence by Aquinas, and he often prefers to
translate Aquinas’ commentaries rather than write new ones.

The way Scholarios talks in this letter is indicative of his awareness that he
belongs to a certain philosophical tradition, but also of the fact that this
tradition has its limits and has to be complemented by the scholastic trad-
ition. The method which Scholarios refers to is that of the quaestiones
disputatae, which became fashionable with scholastics and especially with

4 For an account of Scholarios’ career and work see Jugie (1941); Turner (1969); Woodhouse
(1986 115-18); and more fully Zisis (1988).

% We do not know who taught Scholarios philosophy and who introduced him to scholastic
philosophy. He says that he was largely self-taught (Epistle to Constantine Palaeologos,Opera,
vii. 2. 31-3 10), and this may well be true (see Zisis 1988: 80ff.). However this is, Scholarios is
clearly an exception as regards his philosophical education at this age.

7 Marginal note by Scholarios on the summary of Aquinas’Sumima TheologicaIa, I1ae cited
by Podskalsky (1974: 305). Cf. his commentary on Aquinas’De ente et essentia, Opera, vi. 177-8,
on how Scholarios regarded on Aquinas’ place in the orthodox tradition.
48 Besides Scholarios translated works of Western theologians, like Peter of Spain’sSummulae
logicae, tr. Scholarios, in Opera, viii. 283-339.

The question about the impact of scholastic theology on Scholarios’ theological views will
not concern me here. On this see Podskalsky (1974: 305-23; 1977: 222 6)

Kal 7TpOS’ TavTa T {nrmwwa ﬂpoxwpov,usv TO AATWIKQ TpbTw, TéVTES TE TO
wpoﬁ/\v]ua Kal E7TLX€LPOUVT€S‘ ets TOUV(IV’TLOV ev Tois mAeloTous. €ira SLOptéoll/LGVOL Ta)\ 0es
Kal )mvov-reg Ta GWLXeLpnPLaTa 6 &) T nye*repwv eénymTaw ovsels Tw péypr TS Nuépas
7'77056 boa ye éyw 0L8a Tvyxavec Tefappnrds. (Epistle to Constantine Palaeologos, Opera,
vil. 5. 22-6). I take the uérepor éénynrac to refer to Greek commentators.
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Thomas Aquinas. According to this method, the problem hasfirst to be
stated, then comes the thesis, there follows an objection or a series of objec-
tions to the thesis, contrary arguments in favour of the thesis, a summary of
all arguments, and, finally, numbered answers to the objections mentioned.
Scholarios thinks that, by adopting this method, he is doing much better than
some ancient commentators, like Alexander of Aphrodisias, for instance
(Contra Plethonem77. 25-8).>! However, at no point does Scholarios dismiss
the entire ancient Byzantine exegetical tradition. On the contrary, he con-
siders it an invaluable philosophical body of exegesis> to which Thomas
Aquinas, as Scholarios argues, was much indebted’® His view seems to be
that the two traditions are compatible and complementary. In fact, he may
not have considered them as two different traditions, in the way we, now-
adays, do. His formulation in the Letter to the Emperor Constantine suggests
that in his view scholastics benefited much from the heritage of the ancient
commentators, but moved further into more subtle discussions of the
ancient philosophical issues.

The reason why Scholarios is so much attracted by scholastic philosophy is
because he shares its orientation of seeking to elucidate questions regarding
the Christian dogma, employing methods such as those outlined above and
also employing Aristotle’s philosophy. The scholastics indeed considered the
Aristotelian world-view to be largely compatible with Christian dogma, and
this view was more or less clear in their commentaries of Aristotle’s works or
in their treatment of dogmatic questions by means of the Aristotelian con-
ceptual apparatus. The spirit which underlies Scholarios’ defence of Aristo-
tle’s philosophy is the same that we find in scholastic attempts to show
Aristotle’s views to be congruent with Christian doctrines. In fact, Scholarios
invokes the authority of the Western wise men (codoi; Contra Plethonem 6.
35, 7. 30-5), that is, scholastics, in support of his view that Aristotle, although
he sometimes falls short of the Christian truth, as is the case with his view of
the eternity of the world and of the movement of the stars (Contra Plethonem
20. 26-7, 22. 38-9), he came closer to the truth, that is, to Christianity, than
any other philosopher including Plato (4. 32-5). In view of this, we should be
sceptical towards Scholarios’ claims that he did not not really prefer Aristotle
to Plato (Contra Plethonem 4. 26-31, cf. Letter to Exarch Joseph, cited
above), that both have fallen short of the truth (ibid.), and that he was not
actually interested in defending Aristotle; such claims simply indicate that
Scholarios was so immersed in the scholastic way of thinking that he could
not dissociate Aristotle’s philosophy from Christian faith.

31 See also below, p. 278; cf. Epistle to Constantine Palaeologos, Opera vii 2. 8-9.

52 Scholarios’ debt to the scholastic tradition has shadowed his equally great debt to the Greek
commentators. Tavardon (1977) stresses Scholarios’ debt to Porphyry and Simplicius. On this see
also below p. 275-7.

3 Scholarios sometimes realized that Thomas Aquinas had drawn on ancient commentators.
In his translation of Thomas’ commentary on the De anima, Scholarios notes that Aquinas drew
on Philoponus (Opera, vi. 327). See Zisis (1988: 346) and below, p. 277-8.
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Indeed, Scholarios takes Aristotle to be the measure against whom every-
body in philosophy, including Plato, should be judged. One should concede
to Plato, Scholarios argues, only where Plato does not diverge either from the
truth or from Aristotle (Contra Plethonem 113. 5-6). Scholarios accepts that
in some cases Plato and Aristotle are in accord, like, for instance, on the
question of the immortality of the celestial bodies (Contra Plethonem 98.
1-20), but this seems to be the exception rather than the rule. For the most
part Plato is to be criticized. Scholarios argues that for the best of his views
Plato was indebted to Hebrews and to the intellectual tradition of other
nations (Contra Plethonem 12. 6-7). But Plato, Scholarios continues, did
not stay with these truths, but blended them with poetic absurdities and
thus rendered them useless (12. 20-2, 14. 12-13).

Scholarios here reverses a well-known apologetic argument, most clearly
articulated by Eusebius in his Praeparatio evangelica, which, as we have seen,
Plethon probably had used as a source of his anti-Aristotelian arguments.
Plato’s plagiarism of Hebrew wisdom was a central theme among early
Christian apologists (Clement, Stromateis 1. 81. 4, Eusebius, Praep. evan. 1.
11-38) who argue that the proximity of Plato’s thought to Christianity is to
be explained in terms of Plato’s indebtment to Hebrews. In their view, the
Greek poetic elements, disturbing though they are, do not destroy the value
of Plato’s philosophy (Eusebius, Praep. evan. 13. 14. 6).>* Yet for Scholarios
this blend of elements is fatal for the value of Plato’s philosophy Contra
Plethonem 14. 12-34). Aristotle, on the other hand, Scholarios argues, used
only his inquisitive mind to establish the truth of the matter and did not
hesitate to depart from his master’s views whenever he found them unsatis-
factory (Contra Plethonem 14. 35-6). Also for Scholarios Plato is not system-
atic and clear enough, but full of obscurity and ambiguity, while Aristotle, in
his view, offers what Plato’s philosophy lacks, namely a system or at least
clearly articulated philosophical positions (Contra Plethonem 15. 32-16. 13).

Plethon is quite right in arguing that Scholarios goes against the early
Christian tradition of preferring Plato (Contra Scholarii 3. 25-4. 9). For
Eusebius and his followers Plato was the first who brought philosophy to
perfection by distinguishing the three traditional branches of philosophy
(Praep. evan. 11. 1), while Scholarios attributes this distinction to Aristotle
(Contra Plethonem 15. 17-27). For Eusebius, as has been seen, Aristotle’s
philosophy is to be dismissed as being at odds with the Bible (since it is at
odds with Plato), whereas Scholarios claims the opposite. But this does not
mean that Scholarios goes against Christian traditionsimpliciter, as Plethon
argues, but rather that he goes against this particular Christian tradition.
Clearly Scholarios is aware of this tradition, as he explicitly refers to Cyril of
Alexandria and Augustine (Letter to Plethon, Opera, iv. 139. 33-4), both of

3% George Trapezountios will elaborate on Scholarios’ argument against Plato Comparatio 3.
9). See Hankins (1986: ii. 445).
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whom, especially Augustine, sympathized with Plato’s philosophy. Even
Aquinas himself was quite sympathetic to Plato despite his strong preference
for Aristotle. Sometimes he criticized Plato’s view, but often maintained that
the two philosophers were equally close to Christian doctrine (for example,
in their views of God).”® The conclusion which seems to emerge is that, on the
one hand, Scholarios’ defence of Aristotle’s philosophy rdlected his debt to
scholasticism, but on the other hand his criticisms of Plato target Plethon’s
arguments in favour of Plato and seem to go against Plethon’s tacit use of
sources of anti-Aristotelian argument, such as Eusebius’ Praeparatio.

Plethon and Scholarios on Aristotle’s View about the World’s Coming into
Being

Plethon starts his criticism of Aristotle by first criticizing Aristotle’s God.
Why does Plethon begin with this? One reason may be the fact that Plato’s
Timaeus was a well-known dialogue among Christian intellectuals in the
Greek East and Latin West alike’® and the Platonic account of the cosmog-
ony was widely thought to be largely compatible with the biblical account of
Genesis. Another reason may be Plethon’s view that Aristotle’s relevant
accounts are so clearly incompatible with the Christian account that they
make the best starting-point for his attack, as they can justify his criticism for
Aristotle’s inclination to atheism (De diff. 332. 14-18; Contra Scholarii 41.
19-20).

The contrast which Plethon draws between Plato’s and Aristotle’s God
concerns both metaphysics and physics. As far as metaphysics is concerned,
Plethon argues that Plato’s God, as presented in the Timaeus, is the king
(Ba.oiXevs) of the universe and also its creator, which means that God, the
demiurge, is ontologically different from all other principles of the world,
such as its sensible and intelligible components, namely matter and Forms.
Quite significantly, Plethon postulates that Plato’s God created not only
material entities but also the intelligible substance De diff. 321. 22-3).’
According to him, the Platonic demiurge did not directly create the sensible
world, but he first created the intelligible world of Forms; the sensible world
was created through this intelligible substance §t ’éxe{vns) and not directly
from God (De diff. 336. 20-5).

Plethon’s view is quite interesting. Unlike many ancient Platonists who
denied that matter has its origins in, or indeed any connection with, the

35 See Weisheipl (1974).

%6 The first part of the Timaeus was translated and commented by Chalcidius aroundap 350.
See Waszink (1962: ix—xvii). According to Klibansky (1950:28), ‘thefirst part of the dialogue was
studied and quoted throughout the [Latin] Middle Ages, and there was hardly a medieval library
of any standing which had not a copy of Chalcidius’ version’.

... TOV TavTwv Baciiéa fedv IINGTwy Snuiovpydy THS vonTi)s T€ Kal xwPLOTHS TAVTY
ovalas, kal 8¢ adTis Tod TavTds Tovde Tovpavod Tiferar. (De diff. 321. 23-4).
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intelligible realm, thus postulating a fundamental dualism between sensible
and intelligible reality, Plethon maintains that matter originated in the intelli-
gible realm, which also was created. He thus postulates a double creation,
that is, first of the intelligible and then of the sensible world. This was a rather
isolated view among Platonists in antiquity; it was held by Longinus (third
century AD; Proclus, In Timaeum 1. 322. 18-26), Plotinus’ contemporary and
Porphyry’s teacher. But this is a view which Christians like Origen, for
instance, also took, as they maintained that God first created intellects like
angels and souls, and then the visible world.

Plethon claims that Aristotle contradicts this picture in many ways. First,
Plethon argues, Aristotle’s God, the unmoved mover of Metaphysics 12, is
not the only divine principle, but is an intellect like the other celestial spheres
and like these moves eternally and is not subject to corruption De diff. 322.
21-31). But then the status of Aristotle’s God, Plethon argues, is not sufi-
ciently elevated because Aristotle’s God is not essentially distinct from the
other eternal entities (De diff. 322. 22-323. 4). Indeed, Aristotle parallels his
God with a general who sets order in the army (Metz. 12. 1075*13-15) and
Plethon appears to object that on such a view God’s only diference from the
other officers is his primacy among them. But this is a supefficial reading of
Met. 12; the unmoved mover is not a sphere and does not move intransitively,
while it is quite clear from Aristotle’s text that its status is diferent from the
moving spheres, since they depend for their existence on the unmoved mover.

Plethon’s understanding of the ‘creation’ of the world according to Aris-
totle’s Met. 12 is equally superficial. He argues that Aristotle’s God is not the
cause of anything which came into being, but is merely responsible for the
movement of the worldly entities, that is, their change De diff. 321. 25-7).
The fact that Aristotle never talks of God as ‘father’ or ‘creator’, but only as
the general in the army suggests to him that Aristotle’sfirst principle accounts
only for the movement and not for the existence of anything. The general,
Plethon argues, is merely responsible for the order in the army, but he does
not bring the army into being (Contra Scholarii 13. 23-30, 15. 28-33); so,
according to Plethon, the general does not account for the army’s being
(ovoia; Contra Scholarii 16. 27-32, De diff. 342. 17-24). For Plethon, then,
Aristotle’s God is merely a moving cause and not the dficient cause of the
universe, and as such is to be paralleled with the rower who is the moving
cause of a boat, and not with the shipbuilder who is the cause of the boat’s
unity, that is, of its being (Contra Scholarii 14. 26-30). Further support for his
argument Plethon finds in the fact that Aristotle rejected Plato’s Forms. For a
Platonist like Plethon, the Forms are the models which God used to create
the sensible entities, so in this sense the Forms play a causal role in the
creation. Since Aristotle denied their existence, in Plethon’s view there is
nothing to account for the existence of the sensible entities, but only for their
change (De diff. 339. 31-5). Nevertheless, Plethon does not notice that the
existence of the celestial spheres in Aristotle’s account is based on motion and
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change. Indeed, the very essence of sensible substances, among which also the
celestial spheres are numbered, is to change, and in this sense their very
existence depends on God, as it is God who accounts for this change.

The fact that Aristotle postulates an eternal universe corfirms, in Plethon’s
view, that Aristotle’s God is the moving and not the dficient cause of the
universe; to Plethon its eternity means that Aristotle’s universe never came
into being by God (De diff. 322. 17-19; Contra Scholarii 8. 1-6).>® Aristotle,
according to Plethon, identified the temporal and the causal sense of creation,
and this was his fatal mistake, because on the one hand he was moved to deny
the existence of the efficient cause of the universe altogether, while on the
other hand he came to criticize Plato’s account in the Timaeus, where creation
is described in temporal terms (De diff. 322. 10-19). Plato, on the other hand,
Plethon argues, had distinguished between these two senses, as he talks in the
Phaedrus of the soul as uncreated, in the sense that it is not created in time,
while in the Timaeus the soul is presented as being created, in the sense that it
has an external cause, namely God (De diff. 322. 10-17; Contra Scholarii 9.
12-25). Here Plethon may well draw on the work of Philoponus who presents
the same argument about two senses of ‘creation’ in Plato with reference to
the Phaedrus and the Timaeus (De aet. mundi 195. 7-8 Rabe). Plethon seems
to imply that Plato’s temporal implications in the Timaeus are not to be taken
literally, presumably because, as already ancient Platonists had remarked,
talk of the temporal beginning of the universe was simply an expository
device, and thus Aristotle’s objections against the Timaeus miss their target.
Like many ancient Platonists, Plethon appears to suggest that Plato’s account
of creation is to be understood in the sense that the world has an external
cause who accounts for its being, namely God.

In his response Scholarios tries to elucidate some crucial Aristotelian
concepts and terms which, as he argues, Plethon had seriously misunder-
stood. He nevertheless accepts the limitations of Aristotle’s account. He
agrees, for instance, that Aristotle’s view about the eternity of the world is
at odds with the biblical account, and he as a Christian believes that the world
had a temporal beginning (Contra Plethonem 20. 29-30, 22. 37-23. 20).
Scholarios’ refutation of Plethon’s thesis involves the following three argu-
ments: (a) the eternity of Aristotle’s universe does not contradict its causal
dependence on God; (b) by being a moving cause Aristotle’s God also is the
efficient cause of the universe; and (¢) Aristotle’s God also is a final cause of
the universe.

Scholarios argues that the fact that Aristotle’s world is eternal does not
mean that it does not have a cause that accounts for its existence Contra

B Kkal mavv 39165 éoTw’ ApLoToTéNNS 00 Ti)s 0valas kal Tob €lval T4 0Vpav) TOV feov
alTiov, a/\Aa ;wvns s Kwnaea)g 50§aZwV Kal 7] acna 86 TO‘U oUTw adTOV 80§a0at ws
Ka)\/\LoTa 1];uv egeupnﬂu o yap TOV aLSLov ,uev TOV oupavov Vo;uaou, Ty & aLSLwV

ovccwv N 7’]VTLVOUV yéveaw unte ypovukny pnre kar altiav déodv elvai, ovTw
WwéykaoTat Soédoar. (Contra Scholarii 8. 1-6; cf. ibid. 16. 27-32).
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Plethonem 11. 11-12). Eternal substances also have acausa essendi, namely a
cause which accounts for their being. Hence, the world, though eternal, does
have a cause of its being. Aristotle does not maintain, Scholarios argues, that
eternal substances did not come into being, but that they did not come into
being through generation (Contra Plethonem 19. 35-7). This also is the case
with the world’s coming into being. Generative processes involve time. But
generation is only one way of coming into being.

Scholarios draws a sharp distinction between generation and production.
Something can come into being (y{yvecsfar) without generation (yevéofadr),
and thus something can be ‘created’ (yuwouevov) but ungenerated
(ayévvyrov; e.g. Contra Plethonem 23. 38-9). The Platonic sense of creation
(dyurovpyetv) implies generation, that is, a process involving time but also
pre-existing matter (Contra Plethonem 38. 15-16). In the same fashion that
craftsmen create their artworks from existing matter, the Platonic demiurge
created the world from pre-existing matter which was in a state of disorder
(Contra Plethonem, 19. 30-2, 29. 27-8, 38. 17). Scholarios argues that Aris-
totle’s sense of the world’s coming into being is not that of a generation
(dnuiovpyla), which amounts to the transformation (uerafoX); 24. 1,
perdmlaots; 38. 28) of a material substratum into something else, but a
production (woteiv). The produced entity, the universe, comes into being all
at once (ovk épeét)s alX olov aua; 19. 26). Scholarios argues that in this
sense Aristotle’s God is a creator (row7is) and not merely a craftsman
(dnueovpyds; 38. 33), since his God brings everything into being and does not
only transform a material substratum, and thus Aristotle’s sense of creation is
much closer to Christian doctrine than Plato’s.

The terms which Scholarios uses to describe Aristotle’s sense of the world’s
coming into being are significant, as they betray his philosophical sources on
the issue. Two of the terms he uses have a strong Platonist background,
namely the terms mpoaywyy and mpbodos (Contra Plethonem, 38. 20-6).
Both terms were used by Platonists in late antiquity to describe the procession
of immaterial entities from a higher immaterial principle in the intelligible
realm. Scholarios refers explicitly to Platonist interpreters of Aristotle who
approve of his picture of an eternal world (Contra Plethonem 20. 10-13).%°
Who are the Platonists that Scholarios has in mind? The cited passage is quite
suggestive in their regard. According to this, Platonists maintained that
Aristotle had followed Plato in believing that the universe was eternal but
had a cause to account for its being. Such a position, we know, was held by
Porphyry and was elaborated later by Simplicius®® Their view was the result

F AN of perd CApiororédy Miatwwvikol, T Tod TavTods GidbTTL Oéuevor, xal
*AptoTotéder émawoivtes, ws &) yewalws avTyy amodededTa, TovTO YapilovTal
IT\arwvi, 6T kal avTos Gidiov elvar TO Ty 6’q$p6vst, Kat yevnrbv oV KaTA X[)OVOV, a

s s S sy,
kot atTiav €voet. (Contra Plethonem 20. 10-13).

0 Porphyry’s view is to be found in the remaining fragment of his commentary on theTimaeus
(ed. A. R. Sodano, Porphyrii In Platonis Timaeum Commentarionem Fragmentg Naples, 1969).
On Simplicius’ commentary In de caelo see Hoffmann (1987).
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of a certain interpretation of the Timaeus and also of Aristotle’s Met. 12 and
the De caelo, which cannot be expounded here. Yet the aim of both Porphyry
and Simplicius was to show that Plato’s views in the Timaeus are largely in
accord with Aristotle’s views in the De caelo. Scholarios, however, fends off
their arguments for such an accord.

Scholarios was also indebted to scholastic sources for his argument in
defence of Aristotle’s account in Met. 12. This is suggested by another term
which Scholarios uses to indicate the Aristotelian non-generative coming into
being of the universe, namely the term éyyvaous (infusion; Contra Plethonem
24. 1). The term occurs for the first time in the Greek philosophical vocabu-
lary in this sense.®’ It translates the Latin term ‘infusio’ which Thomas
Aquinas often employed to indicate that something came about spontan-
eously, that is, without generation®® The case par excellence was the
imparting of God’s grace. Another such case was the entering of the soul
into the body. Yet I do not find Thomas employing the term in his interpret-
ation of the Aristotelian account of the world’s coming into being inDe caelo
or in Met. 12. Nevertheless, his interpretation is very close to that of Scho-
larios; Aquinas takes creatio to amount to emanatio,®> and Scholarios uses
the term to convey a sense of emanation, or as he puts it, akafdrov woreiv.
Scholarios uses the term infusio similarly to Thomas when he refers to the
soul’s entering into the body (Contra Plethonem 78. 39-40), but apparently
extends its use to cover the world’s coming into being.

Scholarios further argues that Aristotle’s moving cause in fact amounts to
an efficient cause (Contra Plethonem28. 8-9). He first argues that kweiy may
also mean 7rotetv and he gives examples of such a meaning from Met. 12
(Contra Plethonem 28.10-11). Indeed, when Aristotle speaks of a moving
cause (70 ktwoiv), he refers to an efficient cause. This becomes quite clear at
the end of chapter 4 of Metaphysics 12 where Aristotle identifies the art of
building as the moving cause of a built house and the art of medicine as the
moving cause of a cured patient (1070P27-33). These examples show quite
clearly that Aristotle’s moving causes account for something coming into
being. These moving causes are also final causes in the sense that they move
something towards ends which constitute the desirable dfects. The form of a
parent is the moving cause of the child (1070°31) in the sense that the child is

¢! The words éyyéw, éyyvats, had only the literal meaning ‘pour’/*pouring’ in the ancient and
medieval Greek texts; see LSJ, Stephanus, Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, Lampe, A Patristic Greek
Lexicon, s.v.

2 The term is explained as follows in A4 Lexicon of St Thomas Aquinas (Baltimore, 1948):
‘infusio” the action of infusing some principle or quality or idea into the mind or the
soul, especially the work of God the imparting of grace, virtue; the infusion of the soul into
the body; cf. Summa Theol. 1 q. 12 a. 13: anima. . . consequens esset quod ex sua creatione vel
infusione inquinaretur, et sic Deus esset causa peccati qui est auctor creationis et infusionig cf. 11.1
q.83a.l.

83 creatio: emanationem totius entis a causa universali, quae est Deus; et hanc quidem emana-
tionem designamus nomine creationis, Summa Theol. 1 q. 45 a. 1.
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being formed in such a way so that it will finally achieve the form of the
parent.

The unmoved mover, then, Scholarios argues proves to be both the dficient
and the final cause of the universe (Contra Plethonem 27. 24-5). The kosmos
by definition amounts to a certain existing order (kosmein), and if this order
were destroyed, there would be no kosmos any longer. If without the first
principle there cannot be any kosmos, it turns out that the imposition of
order amounts to the world’s coming into being (Contra Plethonem 36.
19-38). This order is for the good of the world, and it is imposed by the
first principle which cares for the good of the universe (ibid. 36. 20-37. 5). So
Plethon’s thesis that Aristotle’s God is only a moving cause proves to be
shortsighted.

If Scholarios follows Porphyry, Simplicius, and Aquinas in his defence of
Aristotle’s God, his defence of Aristotle’s doctrine of the soul as the actuality
of the body is heavily indebted to Philoponus. This is not the place to discuss
Scholarios’ interesting views on Aristotle’ specfic doctrine in detail, but I
would like to make a few remarks in this regard in order to show that
Scholarios 1s indebted to various Platonist sources, and that he is led in his
choice of these by his concern to defend Aristotle. As I noted above, Scho-
larios observes that Aquinas in his commentary on Aristotle’sDe anima drew
on Philoponus. I am not in a position to judge such a matter, but it is quite
indicative of Scholarios’ philosophical erudition that he is aware of the
similarity of their views. At any rate, Scholarios was keen to present Aris-
totle’s view as compatible with the Christian doctrine of the immortality of
the soul, and he apparently used both Philoponus and Aquinas.

Aristotle maintained that the soul is a substance which actualizes or
perfects the human body, so as to be a body properly speaking, namely alive
or animate (ensouled). There are, however, two grades of actualization or
perfection (évreléyeta), corresponding to the possession of knowledge and
the exercise of it. For Aristotle the soul is the perfection of the body in thefirst
sense, as the body is living even when asleep or otherwise unconscious QOe
anima 412%19-28). The soul as the form of the living body (De anima 412%20)
allows man to perform the various psychic functions naturally, while the loss
of that form, when, for instance, the material element is signficantly dam-
aged, amounts to a corruption such that the body is no longer a body
properly speaking, but only homonymously, in the same sense in which a
table is not a table any more when it is signficantly damaged. The only
exception from this picture of body-based psychic functions is the intellect
(nous) which Aristotle, at least on one interpretation, considered as immortal
(De anima 403%5-8, 430*10-25). When Aristotle discusses whether the soul is
separable from the body, he also wonders whether the soul is to be paralleled
with the sailor on a ship (De anima 413%9-10). This was a passage much
discussed by Platonists and Peripatetics in late antiquity who were interested
in Aristotle’s view on the relation between body and soul.
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Scholarios follows Philoponus in arguing that, while the soul as entelechy
is inseparable from the body in the same way that the activities of the
steersman are inseparable from the ship qua steersman, it is separable as a
substance like the steersman is separable from the ship qua man (on Aquinas’
commentary on De anima, see Opera, vi. 405. 2-3).5% So, the implication is,
the soul as a substance is separable from the body but is inseparable as the
principle of life of the body. But quite apart from that, Philoponus and other
Platonists maintained that for Aristotle the intellect is separable from the
body and what is inseparable from the body is only the vegetative and the
irrational soul (e.g. In de anima 10. 7-11. 30). This also is Scholarios’ view.
The rational part of the soul, Scholarios argues, is not bound to the body as
the entelechy of it, but rather is supposed to be immortal and somehow divine
(Contra Plethonem79. 15-19, 80. 1013, 83. 4-6)5°

We see that Scholarios draws on a source which construes Aristotle’s
view in such a way that it comes to be in accord with the Christian doctrine
of the immortal soul, and rejects others like Alexander of Aphrodisias,
for instance (Contra Plethonem 77. 25-8), who strongly favoured the com-
plete inseparability of the soul from body. But Philoponus would not agree
with Scholarios that Plato’s view of the soul is less in accord with the
Christian account, as Scholarios goes on to argue, so that he can present
Aristotle as being closer to Christian doctrine than Plato (Contra Plethonem
80. 18-27).

Conclusion

It is often said that Plethon follows Neoplatonists and uses Neoplatonist
language, while Scholarios attaches himself to scholasticism®® The picture
which emerges from the above suggests, I hope, that things are more compli-
cated. The term ‘Neoplatonism’ is too vague to explain anyone’s philosoph-
ical affiliations, as within this late phase of Platonism, to which this term
refers, there were many currents and thus there was plenty of room for
differentiation. Hence to say that Plethon was indebted to the Neoplatonists
does not amount to much. Scholarios is also heavily indebted to them, and, as
we have seen, employs their terminology. Both were knowledgeable of Plo-
tinus, for instance, and had an admiration for him®’ And most probably

% See Philoponus, in De anima 224. 15-37, 246. 25-247. 7. 1 am here indebted to a chapter of
Uwe Lang’s unpublished D. Phil. thesis, Studies in the Christology of John Philoponus(Oxford,
1999).

85 E¢ 8¢ T oy dvredéyeav dpilbuevos aparos dpyavikod, Tov voiv uépos wev
ovowdes Tibmor TS Yuxns €lvar TO KpaTLETOV KAl VoV avdebpov, Gpyavov 8¢ adTod
undev elval ¢nou... (Contra Plethonem 80. 10-13).

% ¢. g. Woodhouse (1986: 19 and passim).

67 Scholarios draws a favourable comparison between Aristotle and Plotinus in ethics Opera,
viii. 499-502). For Plethon’s knowledge of Plotinus see n. 32.
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both had read Porphyry, Philoponus, and Simplicius. Yet their diferent
views on crucial philosophical issues led them to prefer one Platonist source
rather than another.®® Hence, as we have seen, Plethon presumably follows
Philoponus and Proclus in his criticism of Aristotle’s view on the world’s
constitution, while Scholarios followed Aquinas, Porphyry, and Simplicius.
On the other hand, Scholarios follows Philoponus on how to construe
Aristotle’s view concerning the nature of the human soul, a view which
largely reconciles Platonic and Aristotelian conceptions of the soul. Plethon
seems to have followed early Christian Platonists and, often via them, anti-
Aristotelian Platonists, while Scholarios refers us to Neoplatonists like Por-
phyry and Simplicius who were students of Aristotle’s work, and clearly is
inspired by them.

We also have seen that when it comes to reconstructing Plato’s ethical
doctrines, Plethon very much relies on Stoicism. Plethon’s debt to Stoicism
also indicates that the view we have of Plethon as a Platonist who follows
Neoplatonist sources is so simplistic as to be inaccurate. Furthermore, Scho-
larios does not merely follow Aquinas. His hostility to Plato’s philosophy is
quite unlike Thomas’ attitude towards Plato. Aquinas used to think of Plato
and Aristotle as being in accord or as holding similar positions on many
fundamental issues, while Scholarios suppresses such points of accord. It
emerges then that both Plethon and Scholarios made very selective use of the
ancient sources to support their arguments about ancient philosophical
authorities, and to justify their preferences. Their selective use was dictated
by their wish to show their preferred philosopher closer to Christianity. And
by making such a selective use of ancient sources, they also took position
towards their contemporary scholastic philosophy.

The ongoing Plato—Aristotle debate in thefifteenth century made clear to
philosophers with a more scholarly eye that criticizing Aristotle or Plato by
means of referring to or exploring select ancient sources was quite unfair and
that a closer and thorough look at the ancient sources was necessary, if they
were to appreciate what the ancients had thought about the relation between
Platonic and Aristotelian philosophy. This is what Bessarion did. He prob-
ably realized that there were several varieties of Platonism and Aristotelian-
ism and that the label ‘Platonist’ or ‘Aristotelian’ did not amount to much, as
there were in antiquity Platonists who considered Aristotle’s view on a certain
issue to be in accord with Plato, and others who claimed quite the opposite;
and the same also was the case with Peripatetics®® Hence progressively the

8 Scholarios’ remark that Plethon ignores Porphyry and Simplicius and prefers Proclus
highlights this selective use of Neoplatonist authors (Letter to the Princess of Peloponnese,
Opera, 1v. 153. 23-6). References to Neoplatonist sources become increasingly more varied, as
Byzantines seek arguments in support of their views. See for instance Theodore Gazes,
*AvTippnTicdy, ed. Mohler, iii. 207-35.

I focus on the discussion among Platonists on Aristotle’s philosophy and the various
positions they take in my D.Phil. thesis, Plato and Aristotle in Agreement? The Platonists’
Discussion of Aristotle’s Philosophy from Antiochus to Porphyry(Oxford, 2001).
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need to write a history of ancient philosophy was felt. This is what Bessar-
ion’s friend, Sekoundinos, would do, writing a short treatise in Latin to
outline the history of ancient philosophical schools’°

With Bessarion a debate which had been going on for many years engaging
even the interest of the Byzantine royals’' basically dies out, and this era
reaches its end. But there were considerable consequences and repercussions.
First, this debate contributed substantially to the widening of the channels of
philosophical communication between the Byzantine and the Western world.
It is with this debate that for thefirst time the philosophical frontier opens up.
Philosophers in East and West share the same concerns, read each other’s
works, which can be in Greek but also in Latin, and engage in debate. Italian
humanists, whom Plethon originally addressed in his lectures, show a revived
interest in ancient philosophy and Platonism in particular. Marsilio Ficino
who revives Platonic philosophy refers explicitly to Plethon’? Scholarios also
had an impact, perhaps much more lasting than Plethon. As a Churchman he
did not hesitate to exercise his authority. For instance, he had little dfficulty
in persuading the royal authorities that Plethon’s Book of Laws had to be
committed to the flames as heretical.

Scholarios was to become thefirst patriarch under the Turkish rule. From
his earlier days he had done what he could to establish Aristotle as the
standard philosophical authority of the Orthodox Church’? The anathemas
of Italos and Michael of Ephesus in eleventh century were by then remote
past. Aristotle would indeed become an authority for the Orthodox Church
under the Turkish rule. For centuries Aristotelianism will be part of its dficial
ideology with which the intellectuals of the Greek enlightment will have to
fight hard. Scholarios is perhaps to be seen as the first mover towards the
establishment of such an ideology in the Orthodox Church, a rigid ideology
which would treat with suspicion any attempt to revive Plato/*

0 De origine et sectis philosophorum. The work, which is still unpublished, addresses the
Venetian patrician Fantinus Cuppus and was written between 1453 and 1455. It stops with the
Hellenistic schools and says nothing about the variety of views among Platonists and Peripat-
etics. See Monfasani (1976: 213); Mastrodemetris (1970: 181-3).

"' T already mentioned Scholarios’ epistle to Constantine Palacologos. John VIII writes to
inquire of Plethon about some of his views expressed in his De differentiis: ed. L. Benakis,
‘IIxbwvos, Ipds NpwTyuéva drra dmbkpiots’, Pulocodia, 4 (1974), 348-59.

72 See above, n. 19. For other references to Ficino to Plethon see Kristeller (1979: 150-63;
1985: 288). Kristeller draws our attention to the fact that we ignore the precise links between
Plethon and Bessarion with Ficino and his contemporaries. So we do not know to what extent the
revival of Italian Platonism was influenced by Plethon and Bessarion. Already before Plethon,
humanists like Petrarch and Valla showed their preference for Plato and criticized Aristotle. See
Hankins (1986: ii 436-40); Kristeller (1979: 153).

73 Tt is quite indicative that in the 15th century the MSS of Aristotle reach thefigure of about
450, which is almost twice the number of Plato MSS from the 9th to the 16th centuries inclusive;
see Wilson (1996: 384).

" On the fortune of Plato’s philosophy in the era of Greek enlightment see Angelou
(1963).
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Epilogue: Current Research in
Byzantine Philosophy

Linos BENAKIS

There is no doubt that certain aspects of Byzantine civilization, for instance
Byzantine literature and history, have been studied much more intensively
than Byzantine philosophy and the sciences (e.g. mathematics, astronomy,
medicine). Yet, during the last few decades, a considerable number of books
and articles in this area have begun to appear. My aim here is to present an
account of the most recent research in Byzantine philosophy, hoping that it
thus might be easier to form a judgement as to the level of knowledge we now
have about the subject, but also to see the directions our work should take in
the future.

Critical Editions of Texts

In 1984 a new series of critical editions of Byzantine philosophical texts was
started, as part of the Corpus Philosophorum Medii Aevi (CPhM A ), namely
the series Philosophi Byzantini. It is published by the Academy of Athens,
under the auspices of the International Union of Academies; I am serving as
its general editor. Ten volumes already have come out with works by Nich-
olas of Methone, Nikephoros Blemmydes, George Pachymeres, Barlaam of
Calabria, George Gemistos Plethon, and others. Each volume contains the
Greek text with a critical apparatus, an introduction, a translation into
English or French or German or Modern Greek, and indices. I. N. Polemis
has recently edited the unpublished work of Theophanes of Nicaea,
"Amodetés 671 €8VvaTo €€ aidlov yeyeviobar Td ovTa kal avaTpor)
TavTns. Further volumes are in preparation. For example, P. Carelos is

An earlier version of this survey has been published in German: L. Benakis, ‘Griechische
Philosophie im Mittelalter: Stand der Forschung’, Cahiers de I’Institut du Moyen-Age Grec et
Latin, 66 (1996), 51-65.
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preparing the critical edition of the well-known work of Nikephoros Blem-
mydes’Emiroun oyikis, P.-M. Palaiologou the unpublished work of Theo-
dore II Laskaris, ITepl voikis kowwvias, B. Tambrun-Krasker Plethon’s
Népot, and I am editing the unpublished treatise of Theodore of Smyrna,
ITept ¢pUoews kal TOV VoKDY Apx@V 00a TOlS TAAALOLS SLelA)TTaL.
Moreover, V. Tiftixoglou is preparing a critical edition of an unpublished
work by Bessarion on Plato’s Laws, a work which was prompted by this
Byzantine scholar’s desire to amend the Latin translation of the dialogue by
George Trapezountios; this volume, as well as the commentary of George
Pachymeres on Plato’s Parmenides, 1 hope, will make us reconsider the
established view that there are no Byzantine commentaries on Plato’s
works.

Furthermore, in 1994 the first volume of a parallel series, called Commen-
taria in Aristotelem Byzantina, came out. The series mainly includes Byzan-
tine commentaries on Aristotle’s works; the first volume is an edition of
Arethas’ scholia on Aristotle’s Categories and on Porphyry’s Isagoge. One
of the forthcoming volumes in the series, prepared by E. Pappa, is devoted to
George Pachymeres’ scholia on Aristotle’s Metaphysics. 1 am editing the
extensive unpublished comments of Michael Psellos on Aristotle’s Physics.

In the 1970s Byzantinists in Naples, on the initiative of A. Garzya and with
the support of U. Criscuolo, published some volumes with critical editions of
works by Michael Psellos, the anonymous Timarion, and Nikephoros Gre-
goras’ Florentios.

During the same period (1976-82), part of the Greek translation by Deme-
trios Kydones of Aquinas’ Summa Theologica appeared in four volumes in
the series Corpus Philosophorum Graecorum Recentiorum, under the editor-
ship of E. Moutsopoulos.

Finally, it is important to mention the critical editions published by the
Biblioteca Teubneriana, which include the philosophical works by Photios,
Arethas, and Michael Psellos.

Bibliographies

At the end of the modern Greek translation (1977) of B. N. Tatakis’ La
Philosophie byzantine (Paris, 1949), I added a thirty-page bibliography of the
major books and articles which were published during the years 1949-76 on
Byzantine philosophy, including those on the Church Fathers. This bibliog-
raphy lists more than 500 titles; it follows a chronological and systematical
rather than an alphabetical order.

In 1991, at the 18th International Congress of Byzantine Studies in
Moscow, the Greek Committee of Byzantine Studies presented the volume
Bibliographie internationale sur la philosophie Byzanting which covers in its
378 pages a list of books and articles published in the period 1949-90 on
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Byzantine history, art and archaeology, law, and Byzantine philosophy. In
the philosophy section, more than 400 titles from the period 1977-90 were
added to the previous bibliography of the years 1949-76.

We hope that we soon will be able to complete a bibliography covering the
years 1991-2000, which will also appear in electronic form.

Other bibliographies which also are helpful to students of Byzantine phil-
osophy are those to be found in the journal Byzantinische Zeitschrift and
those prepared by the Center for Byzantine Studies at Dumbarton Oaks,
Washington, DC.

General Surveys

B. N. Tatakis’ La Philosophie byzantine (Paris, 1949) was the first general
introduction to Byzantine philosophy to appear; it came out as part of E.
Bréhier’s voluminous Histoire de la philosophie. Although a lot of work has
been done on the subject since then, I believe that we are not yet ready to
replace Tatakis’ work with a new, more comprehensive history of Byzantine
philosophy. But the publication of Tatakis’ introduction raised, right from
the start, two of the most discussed issues in connection with Byzantine
philosophy. (i) Did philosophy, in the strict sense of the word, exist in
Byzantium, or was it simply, with very few exceptions, a handmaiden of
theology? (i1)) When does Byzantine philosophy actually start? In his intro-
duction Tatakis presented Byzantine philosophy as an autonomous discip-
line, independent of theology, and he was not interested in providing a
treatment of the philosophy of the early Byzantine period. However, he did
discuss the influence of the Church Fathers on Byzantine thought in a later
work of his, namely the long chapter which he wrote on Byzantine philoso-
phy for the Encyclopédie de la Pléiade, ‘La Philosophie grecque patristique et
byzantine’ (Histoire de la Philosophie, 1 (Paris, 1969), 936-1005).

G. Podskalsky’s book Theologie und Philosophie in Byzanz: Der Streit um
die theologische Methodik in der spatbyzantinischen Geistesgeschichte (14/15.
Jh.) (Munich, 1977), focused mainly on the specific topic of the conflict over
theological method in Byzantium during the fourteenth andfifteenth centur-
ies; but its findings are of more general interest, especially in connection with
the issue of the relationship between Byzantine philosophy and theology. For
Podskalsky claims here that, precisely because theology in the East never
became a science with its own epistemology and methods, the borders be-
tween theology and philosophy were clearly ddined, and philosophy always
preserved its autonomy.

H. Hunger’s chapter on Byzantine philosophy in the first volume of his
handbook Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner (Munich,
1978), 3-62, contains a helpful summary of a great number of Byzantine
philosophical writings, without discussing the general issues in detail.
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K. Oehler, on the other hand, shows both in his collection of articlesAntike
Philosophie und byzantinisches Mittelalter (Munich, 1969), and in his article
‘Die byzantinische Philosophie’, in Contemporary Philosophy: A New Survey,
vi/2. Philosophy and Science in the Middle Ages (Dordrecht, 1990), 639-49,
that philosophical thinking in Byzantium arrived at original solutions to real
philosophical problems, even though it was always developed in close associ-
ation with theology. The concluding remarks of his article are of particular
interest:

Today we know that only through a precise analysis of the development of thought in
its procession from Plato to Aristotle and thence to mid- and neo-Platonism and later
in Byzantine philosophy, shall we obtain a full picture of the course of Greek
philosophy in antiquity and the Middle Ages. We are still a long way from possessing
this picture, although we now see this continuity much more clearly than before, and
often acquire new sources for an understanding and interpretation of earlier philo-
sophical notions in more recent ones. But it seems that the question remains: To what
extent may we consider ancient and medieval Greek philosophy as a coherent whole?
We shall get closer to the solution of this problem through contemporary historical
and philosophical methods and through sound knowledge and comprehension of the
philosophical and theological systems of these two periods.

In his critical appraisal of the publications on Byzantine philosophy from
1968 to 1985 (‘Kritischer Forschungs- und Literaturbericht 1968-1985’, His-
torische Zeitschrift, 14 (1986) ), G. Weiss claims that Tatakis’ book deals only
partially with the issues, while he observes that Oehler exaggerates when he
sees Byzantine philosophy as the direct, living continuation of ancient phil-
osophy. At the same time, though, he agrees that a one-sided consideration of
the Greek Middle Ages from a Latin or Western point of view should be
avoided.

It is also telling how J. Beckmann’s short chapter on Byzantine philosophy
(in Geschichte der Philosophie, ed. K. Vorlander, ii (1990) ) ends:

Our knowledge of Byzantine philosophy, of course, is still limited, chidly because of

the difficulties involved in securing the texts and because some critical editions are
unobtainable. Nonetheless, most recent research has shown that the importance of
philosophy in Byzantium is not limited to the preservation and the teaching of ancient
Greek philosophical thought or to the cultivation and exaltation of mystical theology.
No less important is the achievement of Byzantine thought in thefield of logic and the

metaphysical treatment of philosophical problems.

My own view on the subject was presented in the article ‘Die theoretische
und praktische Autonomie der Philosophie als Fachdisziplin in Byzanz’ (in
M. Asztalos et al. (eds.), Knowledge and the Sciences in Medieval Philosophy,
Proceedings of the Eighth International Congress of Medieval Philosophy
(SIEPM), 1 (Helsinki, 1990), 223-6). I argued there that we can better appre-
ciate the complexity of Byzantine philosophy, if we keep in mind that philo-
sophical theorizing in Byzantium was historically the medieval phase of
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Greek philosophy, and was distinguished on the one hand by thefinal phase
of ancient philosophy and on the other by the theology of the Church
Fathers. I also tried to show that, in contrast with the West where philosophy
is the ancilla theologiae, and despite the influence of the Patristic tradition on
Byzantine thinkers, there is no instance in which we sense that philosophy in
Byzantium was the handmaiden of theology.

Therefore I think that it is much clearer nowadays than it was in Tatakis’
time, what the term ‘Byzantine philosophy’ refers to. ‘Byzantine philosophy’
refers to the autonomous philosophical activity of the Byzantines in the
teaching of philosophy and the writing of commentaries on ancient philo-
sophical texts (chiefly concerning logic and physics), as much as in their
treatises on more general subjects, for instance on Nature and on Man, which
aimed at rebutting ancient doctrines and at advancing new arguments in the
light of the new Weltanschauung. For that reason, recent books and articles
like the following are very useful in understanding the milieu in which
Byzantine philosophy developed: H.-V. Beyer, ‘Zum Begrif des Humanis-
mus und zur Frage nach dessen Anwendbarkeit auf Byzanz und andere
vergleichbare Kulturen’, Bulavrwa, 15 (1989); S. Vryonis, ‘Introductory
Remarks on Intellectuals and Humanism’, Skepsis, 2 (1991); A. Kazhdan
and G. Constable, People and Power in Byzantium: An Introduction to
Modern Byzantine Studies (Washington, DC, 1982).

As to the chronology of Byzantine philosophy, it is my opinion that it
extends from the ninth century to the fall of Byzantium in the middle of the
fifteenth century, that is, from Photios and Arethas up to Plethon and the
other learned thinkers of the Palaeologan period (1261-1453). In other
words, I do not think that we can speak of Byzantine philosophy before the
ninth century at the earliest; for at that earlier time the philosophy was the
philosophy of the Church Fathers who belonged to the eastern provinces of
the Roman Empire. Yet, there is no doubt that it is extremely useful to study
Byzantine philosophy in close association with the intellectual, theological,
philosophical, and scientific thinking of the earlier centuries.

However, K. Niarchos’ introduction to Byzantine philosophy takes a quite
different approach to Byzantine philosophy, which becomes clear even from
its title H EA\qviky) ®docodia katd tqv BvlavTwiy tns Ileplodov. For
Niarchos treats philosophical activity in Byzantium mainly as a continuation
of earlier periods of Greek philosophy, without acknowledging its particular
character, namely its Christian character. I think that it is important to stress
the continuity between antiquity and Byzantine thought, but I do not believe
that Byzantine philosophy is a mere continuation of ancient philosophy; for
Byzantine philosophy is the philosophy of a period in which the social,
political, cultural, spiritual, and intelllectual circumstances were utterly
different from those in antiquity. N. Matsoukas’ recent book on Byzantine
philosophy (IoTopia s Buvlavrwrns ®uocopias, Thessaloniki, 1994)
avoids this problem by discussing thefirst five centuries of the Christian era
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as well as the period from the sixth to the ninth centuries in a chapter under
the general title ‘Landmarks of Byzantine Thought’.

The most recent introductions to Byzantine philosophy can be found: (i) in
the second edition of La philosophie medievale (Paris, 1995), in which A. de
Libera wrote the chapter ‘La Philosophie a Byzance’; (ii) in the volume
Philosophie Grecque, ed. M. Canto-Sperber (Paris, 1997), in which L. Brisson
has written two pieces on Byzantine thought, ‘L’Aristotelisme dans le monde
byzantin’ and ‘Le Monde byzantin et la philosophie grecque’; and (iii) in L.
Couloubaritsis’ learned volume Histoire de la philosophie ancienne et medie-
vale (Paris, 1998), in which we have for thefirst time a parallel assessment of
the philosophical development during the Middle Ages both in the East and
in the West.

Entries in Dictionaries and Encyclopedias

It is quite telling that there have recently been a lot of dictionaries and
encyclopedias which also have included a lemma on Byzantine philosophy.
For instance, H. Hunger wrote an entry for the Lexikon des Mittelalters, vi
(Munich, 1993), cc. 2092-100), D. O’Meara for the Oxford Dictionary of
Byzantium, iii (Oxford, 1991), 1658-61, and I wrote one for the Routledge
Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ii (London, 1998), 160-5.

Journals

I should not fail to mention the two new journals which include articles on
Byzantine philosophy: Medieval Philosophy and Theology, ed. N. Kretzmann
and S. MacDonald, published biannually by Cambridge University Press;
Bochumer Philosophisches Jahrbuch fur Antike und Mittelalter, ed. B. Moj-
sisch, O. Pluta, and R. Rehn.

Of course, more research needs to be done in connection with the philosoph-
ical writings of Byzantine thinkers as well as in related areas, like for instance
the organization of the higher education in Byzantium, the status of teachers
of philosophy, the role of political and ecclesiastical authority, the language
used in philosophical texts, the Byzantines’ knowledge of Western scholasti-
cism, and the relationship with the religions and cultures of the East. How-
ever, judging from the work which has been produced during the last decades,
but also from the great number of modern scholars who are now interested in
studying this neglected area, I am optimistic that Byzantine philosophy will in
the future receive the attention which it rightly deserves.
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42.20-1 263
45.9-10 266
45.22-4 266

De diff.

321.3-8 261
321.14-22 265n.
321.15 265n., 266
321.22-3 272
321.23-4 272n.
321.25-7 273
322.7-8 261
322.10-17 274
322.10-19 274
322.17-19 274
322.21-31 273
322.22-323.4 273
323.5-6 261
324.28 259
325.16-24 260
326.31-327.18 259
327.12 259
328.5-20 259
328.5-329.8 267
329.19-22 266
329.24-32 266



330.3-6 259
330.8-331.15 259
330.27 259
331.30 260
331.31 259
332.14-18 272
332.17-18 263
332.24-5 260
334.17 259
334.17-20 259n.
334.21-4 265n., 266
334.23 260
334.23-6 260
336.20-5 272
339.31-5 273
340.37 266
342.17-24 273
342.28 259
342.28-37 259
342.40 260
Legg.

prol. I 266n.
prol. 4 261
1.1.30 248n.
1.1.32 248
2.27 245n.

GEORGE KEDRENOS
PG 121,320 B— 196

GEORGE THE MONK
Chron.

12,9-10 143n.

1345, 3-8 143n.

GEORGE PACHYMERES
Hist.
5.2,439.12-15 198 n.

GEORGE SCHOLARIOS GENNADIOS
C. Plethonem
3.1-34 262
4.26-31 270
4.32-5 270
4.34-5 268
5.36-6.1 267n.
6.35 270
7.30-5 270

8.2 268

8.2-3 267
11.11-12 275
12.6-7 271
12.20-2 271
14.12-13 271
14.12-34 271
14.35-6 271
15.17-27 271
15.32-16.13 271
19.26 275
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19.30-2 275
19.35-7 275
20.10-13 275
20.26-7 270
20.29-30 274
22.37-23.20 274
22.38-9 270
23.38-9 275

24.1 275-6
27.24-5 277
28.8-9 276
28.10-11 276
29.27-8 275
36.19-38 277
36.20-37.5 277
38.15-16 275
38.17 275

38.20-6 275

38.28 275

38.33 275
77.25-8 270, 278
78.39-40 276
79.15-19 278
80.10-13 278
80.18-27 278
83.4-6 278
87.16-17 267
95.4 268

98.1-20 271
113.5-6 271
114.19-115.26 267
Opera

iv 121. 27-35 268
iv 139. 33-4 271
iv 152-3 268n.

iv 153.23-4 262, 268
iv 153.23-6 279n.
iv 156. 4-7 267

iv 156. 6-7 268 n.
vi 177-8 269 n.

vi 327 270n.

vi 405. 2-3 278

vii 2. 8-9 270n.
vii 2. 31-3. 10 269 n.
vii 5.22-6 269n.
viii 283-339 269n.
viii 499-502 278 n.
viii 507.2-3 268

GEORGE TRAPEZOUNTIOS
Compar.
3.9 271n.

GERMANOS OF CONSTANTINOPLE
Orat. 1 167n.

GOSPEL OF TRUTH(NHM 1 3)
21.25-23.22 41n.
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27.15-33 41n.
38.7-41. 14 41n.

GREGORY AKINDYNOS

Ep. Pal.
5.42-63 231n.

GREGORY OF NAZIANZUS

PG 36,201 223n.
PG 36, 204B—C 223 n.
Carm. mor.

33.12 184

10.976-7 190n., 196
10.977 184

Or.

21.12 197, 205n.

28 196n.

29 196n.

GREGORY OF NYSSA
C. Eunom.
2.264.25-265.2 41 n.

GREGORY PALAMAS
Ep. Ak. A’ (Syngr. I)
206. 10-16 227n.
211.14-20 230n.
211.26-212. 11 227n.
212.22-213.2 230n.
213.10-13 230n.
213.2-10 229n.
215.3-6 228n.
215.3-12 231n.
217.8-11 226n.
217.28-218.4 229n.
218.6-11 229n.

Ep. Bar. A’ (Syngr. I)
235.2-3 228n.
237.19-20 228n.
240. 19-26 230n.
243.10-26 230n.
245.28-246. 13 229n.
249. 14-250. 4 229n.
256.26-257.5 229n.
258.4-14 202n.

Ep. Bar. B’ (Syngr. 1)
265.27-266. 1 228n.
266. 16-17 228n.
269.23-7 233n.
271.21-8 229n.
271.26-8 228n.
272.1-5 228n.
273.12-13 228n.
278.10-11 228 n.
281. 15-19 225n.
285. 12-19 228n.
292.1-25 202n.
292.16-25 229n.
293.9-16 233n.
294.4-18 233n.

Syngr. 11
326.2-5 197n.,

202n., 203 n.
479.16-18 197n.,202n.
Triad.

1.1.19. 19-24 202n.
1.2.q. 71. 5-7 202n.
13.13137. 27-8 202n.

HERMIAS
15 192n.

HESIOD
Theog.
319-27 32n.

HIEROCLES

In aur. Pythag. carm.
6.5-7 53n.

6. 19-21 53n.

HIMERIUS
Or.
48.275 197n.

HIPPOLYTUS OF ROME
Ref.
1.23 187, 192n., 195-6

IAMBLICHUS

De myst.
2.4,75.12-15 241 n.
V. Pyth.

18.5-10 53n.
96.14-97. 19 53n.

ISIDORE

Etym.

2.28.23-6 115n.,
116n., 118 n.

JOB
4:11 167n.

JOHN CLIMACUS
i.45 141n.

i. 253 142n.

ii. 307 141n.

JOHN OF DAMASCUS
Cap. Phil. (Kotter)

156 140n.

1136-7 140n.

De duab. volunt.

18 85, 87

Dial. cum Manich.

34. 1540Cff. 72
Expositio

2.12 88



2.22 81-2, 85-6,
88,91-2

2.25 83

2.27 74-5,78

3. 14 80-1, 85

Inst. elem.

10 90

JOHN ITALOS
Dialectica

§2 100n.
§§4-12 100n.
§15 109n.

§25 112n.

§31 112n.

JOHN PSICHAITES
109. 13-23 143 n.

JULIAN
Ep.
46 40n.

LEO MAGENTINOS
in De interp.

22.7-8 177

22.8-42 163

MARINUS
V. Procl.
26 247n.

MARIUS VICTORINUS
in Cic. rhet.
1102-4 114n.

MARK
10: 17-18 147n.

MARTIANUS CAPELLA
4.396 107n.
4.420 115n.,

116n., 118n.

MATTHEW
13:24-30 99n.

MAXIMOS PLANOUDES
Trin.

10.10.14 200 n.

10.10.15 200n.

10.10.20 200n.

10.10.36-45 202n.

15.12.45 200 n.

15.12.74-7 200 n.

MAXIMUS THE CONFESSOR
Ad Marinum
13Bff. 86
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Pyrrh.
324Dff. 80

MICHAEL APOSTOLES
Ad Gazae obj.
166. 2-6 265

MICHAEL ITALIKOS
Ep.
18, 158 197n.

MICHAEL PSELLOS
Chron.

3.3 158

6.37 154n., 155n., 158
6. 38 237n.
Hist. Synt.
52.37 152n.

in De interp.
.5-7 170n.
.24-5 165
.3-5 169n.
9-12 174
12-21 173n.
14 165

17 165

28 167n.

11 165n.
24-5 167n.
49-51 169n.
51-4.6 172n.
27 162

28 165n.
30-2 165n.
35-6 170n.
22-35 168
6-7 167n.
7-8 165

34 167n.
19-20 167n.
3 162

28 167n.
.35-7 174
37-9 174n.
.55 164
.55-9.2 166n.
10. 2-5 166n.
10.4 167n.

10. 19-27 177n.
10. 27 164

10. 43-5 166 n.
11.1 163

11. 13 167n.
11. 16 167n.
11.16-24 163
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.24-5 166n.
.24-12.1 168
.42 166n.
.43 166n.
.39 166n.
.29 167n.

.9 166n.

.12 166n.
.52-3 166n.
.53 164, 166n.
.21 167n.
.40 166n.
.42 166n.
.35-19.18 174
.37 166n.
.44-5 170n.
.48-18. 15 175n.
.8 166n.

.17 166n.
.21 166n.
.25 163

.27 166n.

.3 167n.

.5 166n.

.10 167n.
.23-20.4 163
.30 167n.
.20 167n.
.22 167n.
.24-5 167n.
.26 167n.
.34-35 167n.
.35 167n.
.53 166n.
.11 166n.
.26 166n.
.41 166n.
.42 166n.

.5 166n.

.11 166n.
.31 166n.
.41 166n.
.7-25 166n.
.29 167n.
.30 166n.
.37 166n.
.31 166n.

.4 166n.

.12 166n.
.18 166n.
.36 166n.
.43 166n.
.44 166n.
.45 166n.
.51-27.7 163n.
.5 166

.56 162
.7-8 163n.
.7-28.7 163

Index Locorum

28.13 166n.
28.17-18 166n.
28. 34-41 165
28.42 161n.

29.49 166n.

30. 14 166n.
30.27-8 167n.
30.49 167n.

30. 50 167n.

31. 12 166n.

31. 14 167n.

31. 15 166n.

31.22 166n.

31.28 166n.

31.29 166n.

31.30 166n.

31.32 167n.

31.33 167n.

31.36 166n.

31.37 166n.

31.52 166n.

32.13 167n.

32.35 167n.

34.28 166n.

34.42 167n.

35.8 167n.
35.28-9 162n.
35.30-2 165
35.31-2 164

35.29 162

36.1 166n.

36.47 166n.

39.4 166n.
39.28-31 165n.
39.31 164

Orat. min.

op. 6, 52-3 152n.
Phil. min. 1

op. 3,49 158

op. 3, 125-47 151n.
op.5 159
op.7,117-23 150n.
op. 10 159n.

op. 13, 35-7 100n.
op. 14 159n.

op. 15 114n., 160n.
op. 32, 100-1 246n.
op. 32, 100-6 148n.
op. 46, 28-51 151 n.
op. 52 159n.

Phil. min. 11

op. 33 178

op. 38-41 238n.
Theol. 1

op. 20, 2-3 152n.
op. 22, 38-9 152n.
op. 51, 103-4 152n.
op. 68,86 150n.
op. 76, 11-12 152n.



op. 78, 107-9 147n.
op. 89, 85-6 152n.
op. 91,3 152n.
op. 114, 1-8 149n.
Theol. 11

op. 18 147n.
(Sathas)

iv 428-9 158-9
iv 462 158

v 55 158

v 87-96 169 n.

v 326 158

v 353 151n.
v414 158

v 445 159

v 446-7 158

v 447 158,225
(PG 122)

521-2 159

1124 246

1125 244n.
1128c 240

1132c 246

1132p 245

1133c 242

1133B 246

1136D 242

1137 245n.
1140c 243

1141a 244

1144a 247
1144A-B 246
1144c 243

1145a 246
1148D-11494 244
11458c 243

NEILOS OF ANKYRA
De mon. exer.

49 167n.

Logos Asketikos

PG 179, 721a—c 143n.

NEMESIUS
De nat. hom.
2.33 86

NICHOLAS OF DAMASCUS
ITA 90 fr. 68, 372 (Jacoby) 250n.

NICHOLAS KABASILAS
(Demetracopoulos/Radermacher)
18.13-14/12-13 202n.
19.66-20.76/77-91 202n.
20.70-1 203 n.

NIKEPHOROS BLEMMYDES
Epit. log. (PG 142)
917a—c 105n.
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933 119n.

9448 105n.

961A 105n., 106 n.
973B—C 114n.
9760-9778 116n.
977D-979A 123n.

NIKEPHOROS GREGORAS
Antirrh. T

.281.1-14 222n.

3.283.6 222

3.285.28 222
4.287.12 222
4.289.22-291.11 221n.
4.291.8 224n.
4
4

N
w

.291.11 224n.
.291.14 221
2.4.293.6 222,224n.
Hist.

507. 19-508. 3 222n.
508. 12 223 n.
510.21-2 223n.
511.20 223n.
513.4 223n.

518. 14 223n.
930. 5-6 205n.
1275 203 n.
Corresp.

189.1-8 222n.
197.24-30 221 n.
Ep.

30 205n., 206 n.
148 205n.

Flor.

93241 221n.
965-7 221
978-92 221 n.
964-5 222
1262-70 257n.
Schol. Synes.
628-9 207 n.

NIKETAS DAVID
V. Ignatii (PG 105)
5098 144 n.

532D 144n.

NUMENIUS
fragmenta (Des Places)
24-9 259n.

OLYMPIODORUS
in Alcib.

204. 8-11 46n.

in Gorg.

166. 14-16 55n.
221.3-11 55n.

in Meteor.

118.22-6 195n.
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Prol.

3.30-2 191n.
4.20-5.6 191n.
19.30-1 178n.

ORIGEN
De orat.
24.2 36n.

PETER ABELARD
Ethica (Luscombe)
20 20n.

PHILO OF ALEXANDRIA
De ebr.

166-205 196, 199, 207 n.

171 207 n.

174 201 n.

176-7 207n.

198-9 199

PHILOPONUS

in An. post.

141. 8-11 195n.

in An. pr.

8.34 174

12.22-3 101 n.
34.7-10 127n., 128n.
42.31-3 107n.
42.35-6 165n.
43.18-44.1 112n.
59.6-7 165n.
68.30-4 106n.
75.3-7 128n.
75.25-30 128n.
76.6-20 128n.
79.4-5 106n., 107 n.
79.6-9 106n.
80.25-81. 21 128n.
94.32-95.7 106n.
110. 8-11 106n.
110. 10-11 107 n.
110.27 107 n.

171.3 167n.
203.6-8 107n.
222.14 107n.
228.10 107n.
242.33 167n.
243.11-246. 14 115n.
243.13-15 123n.
243.25-32 120n.
243.26 167n.
243.32-6 122n.
244.16-21 122n.
245.23-4 116n.
245.34-5 117n.
246. 5-16 118n.
270. 10-273. 21 130n.

273.30-3 132n.
274.7 130n.
277.12-13 107n.
280. 11-27 130n.
301.2-5 115n.
302. 6-23 121 n.
323.3-4 107n.
349.9-10 107 n.
in Cat.

2.3-4 191n.

in De an.

10. 7- 11. 30 278
224.15-37 278n.
246.25-247.7 278n.
De aet. mundi
31.7 267n.
195.7-8 274

PHILOTHEOS
PG 151, 600A 233n.

PHOTIOS
Bibl.

21216933 187n.
212 170*22-38 187n.
2121709 199n.
Epist. et Amph.

11 187. 168-71 59n.
V qq.137-47 144n.
VI,1290. 64-71 224n.

PHYSIOLOGUS
A 20 167n.

PLATO
Cratylus
432B4-C6 46n.
Euthydemus
291c4-5 54n.
Gorgias
448c5-7 206n.
470D 205n.
Laws

739A-E 58
745e-746C 58
Phaedo

81a 141n.
90B-D 205n.
Philebus

S54c 52n.
Politicus
259c-Dp 54n.
297a-B 57n.
301a10-B3 56n.
Protagoras
32285 54n.
Republic

473D 58



342 57n.

500 53n., 55
S11B-E 56

592B2-3 53n.

613 141n.
Theaetetus

15788-c1 38n., 46n.
170a-171c 191 n.
1768 141n.

209p1 ff. 43n.

PLOTINUS
Enn.

4-5 224n.
4.18-23 223

8 53

1 224

1.1 224n.

1.3 224n.

1. 17-18 224n.
7 55

AR e el
O L N W W

PLUTARCH

Adv. Col.
1121F-1122a 193n.
De comm. not.
1083c-p 35n.
Quaest. conv.

719A 194n.

PORPHYRY
in Cat.

83.33 174
129. 9-10 46n.
Isag.

1.9-14 178
7.21-4 46n.
V. Plot.
3.24-30 198n.
16 250n.

POSIDONIUS
fragmenta (Edelstein—-Kidd)
264 35n.

PROCLUS
Elem. theol.
prop. 18-19 54n.
prop. 115 151 n.

in Crat.
5.25-6.19 41n.
in Remp.
9.17-11.4 58n.
in Tim.
7.17-8.9 194n.
32.10-12 53n.

322.18-26 273
118.10-17 57n.
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PSEUDO-ATHANASIUS
De termin.

PG 28, 53940 43n.

De Sanc. Trin. dial.

PG 28,1141 43n.

PSEUDO-DIONYSIUS
De div. nom. (PG 3)
641D 230

6458 230

872A 228n.

PSEUDO-HERENNIUS
in Met.

518.9 191n.

519.11 201 n.
522.30-523. 15 199
524.3-4 202n., 203 n.
524.15 200n.
524.20-1 200n.
524.22 200n.

524.23 200n.
524.24-8 200n.

SCHOLIA IN D. TH.
22.18 169
71.24-7 170n.
214.17-19 38n.
216.8-13 171 n.
233.3-6 44n.
244.5-7 171n.
309. 43-310. 1 169
385.25-8 39n.
389.19 44n.
552.7-10 39n.

SEXTUS EMPIRICUS
M

6. 7-10 204
7.176-9 37
7.440 191n.
8.329-34 202n.
8.463-5 191n.
9.198 203n.
PH

1.1-14 186

1.3 187n.

1.8 190n.
1.14-15 187n.
1.122 191n.
1.145 199n.
1.200 191 n.
1.202-5 184n.
1.210-12 190n.
1.221-2 193
1.221-5 190n.
1.226 187n.
1.234 193n.
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2.85 191n.
2.185 191n.
2.191 116n.
3.2 189n.

SIMPLICIUS
in Cat.

4.4-5 191n.
35.34 36n.

SOCRATES

Hist. eccl. (PG 67)
297c-300A 193n.
420B-421B 224n.

SOPHONIAS
in De an.
1.4-3.9 164
1. 11-12 165n.
1. 19-20 165n.
1.21 164n.

SOPHRONIOS
Excer. ex loan. Char.
376.34-377.2 171 n.
377.2-8 172n.
409.6-9 171n.

STEPHANUS

in De interp.

v. 160

3.9-12 170n.
9.7-10.13 173
15.9-10 168
28.38-29.8 177n.

STOBAEUS

Anthol.
2.10.17-11.21 194n.
4.222.10-15 57n.
4.223.14-224.7 59n.

STOICORUM VETERUM
FRAGMENTA

165 35n.

187 35

192 35

1396 34

11 147 34

11165 35

11 202a 39n.

11378 34

11397 35n.

11 449 35

III Diog. fr. 21 38n.

SUETONIUS
De gram. et rhet.
25.1 16n.

SUIDAE LEXICON
3:578.9-29 184n., 196n.
4:278.15-32 196n.
4:733 140n.

SYNESIUS
De ins.
17. 181. 15-20 207n.

SYRIANUS
in Met.
73.16-17 195n.

THEMISTIUS
in An. post.
1.2-16 164
1. 14 164n.

THEODORE METOCHITES
Eth.

10, 84.5-15 184n., 198
7,70.18-72. 15 190n.

Sem. (Paris. gr. 2003 = Miiller—Kiessling)
7fo0.13v =159 198n.
16fos.31v-32r=116-18 196n.
22fo.44r-v = 161-2 188

29 fos.54v-56r = 195-202 184
29f0.55r =197 187

61 fos.110r—13v = 370-7 184
61.29-31 (Bydén) 192

61.68-9 (Bydeén) 198

61.103-4 (Bydén) 189

71 fos.143v—150r = 463-81 195n.
Stoich. astron. (Vat. gr. 182)
1.2fo.12r 184n.

1.2fo.12v 189n., 190 n.

THEODORUS OF ASINE
testimonia (Deuse)
89 41n.

THEODOSIOS OF ALEXANDRIA
Gramm.
17.31-18.16 170n.

THEOPHRASTUS
fragmenta (Fortenbaugh ez al.)
82B—E 33n.

1118 121 n.

111 115n.

113p 122n.

THOMAS AQUINAS
Summa Theologica
Iq.12a.13 276n.
1q.36a.2 69

1q.45a.1 276n.
1qq.79-83 70

II.1 qq.6-17 70
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II.1q.15a.1 87 ZOSIMUS OF PANOPOLIS
II.1 g.83 a.1 276n. De lit Q
Il q.3a.18 70 10. 1. 99-101 41n.



INDEX OF NAMES

I. ANCIENT AND MEDIEVAL

Academics 36-7, 186-7, 193, 195

Adam Balsham 19

Adam of Marsh 68

Aenesidemus 191, 193, 196, 199

Aeschines 194 n.

Aetius 40, 193 n.

Agapetus 55

Agathias 192n.

Alberic of Paris 19

Albinus (Alcinous) 38n.

Alexander of Aphrodisias 23n., 36n., 37n.,
64, 104n., 106n., 107n., 112n., 115n.,
116n., 120n., 121 n., 122n., 128 n., 130n.,
131n.,132n.,136n., 157, 164, 179, 198, 270,
278

Ambrose 17, 68

Ammonius 33, 55, 106n., 107n., 108, 112n.,
115n., 116n., 119n., 120n., 121 n., 128 n.,
154, 160-5, 166n., 167 n., 168-70, 172 n.,
173-7, 179, 191-2, 195

Anaxagoras 186, 205n., 206 n.

Andronikos Kallistos 6, 254, 255n., 262 n.

Anselm 68

Apollonius Dyscolus 18, 170

Apuleius 101 n., 102n., 104, 106, 107 n.,
114n., 128n.

Arcesilaus 193n., 194, 195n.

Archilochus 193 n.

Archimedes 98 n.

Arethas 3-5, 12, 144-5, 153, 157-8, 237,
238n., 284, 287

Aristo of Alexandria 104

Aristo of Chius 193 n.

Aristocles 186n., 191-2, 195

Aristotelians 10, 255

Aristotle 2-4, 9-13, 18-19, 22-5, 31, 33-4,
39n., 45, 51-2, 60, 64-7, 70-1, 79, 88, 93-4,
98n., 99-100, 101 n., 102n., 104 n., 105-6,
107n.,108, 112-14, 115n., 125-32, 136, 144,
147, 150, 153-4, 157-79, 186 n., 193 n.,
194n., 195, 197, 202 n., 206 n., 207, 219-35,
253-80, 284

Aristoxenus 260n.

Arius Didymus 35n.

Asclepius 195n.

Aspasius 157

Atticus 260n., 265-7

Augustine 18, 26-7, 68, 70-1, 77, 87, 116n.,
194n., 200, 203, 208, 269, 271-2

Averroes 26, 249
Avicenna 26

Barlaam of Calabria 6, 9, 12, 26, 190, 202n.,
204, 2201, 224-35, 283

Basil the Great 5,9, 11, 32, 40-7, 141

Bernard of Clairvaux 19

Bessarion 4, 6, 24-5, 200n., 254-5, 261 n.,
262n., 279-80, 284

Boethius 17-18, 23, 25-6, 59, 102n., 106 n.,
107n., 112n., 114n., 115n., 116n., 118n.,
121n., 122n., 123 n., 269

Burgundio of Pisa 67-8, 87
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